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September 7, 2021 

 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
City of Cincinnati 
II Centennial Plaza 
805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
 

Re: Appeal of Decision, Case # COA2021030/ZH20210086, 1416-1430 Central Pkwy 

Dear Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals, 

This appeal is made on behalf of Luminaut (“Applicant” or “Appellant”) regarding the 

decision rendered by the Cincinnati Historic Conservation Board (“HCB” or “Board”) in Case 

No. COA2021030/ZH20210086, as to 1416-1430 Central Parkway. The HCB heard Applicant’s 

request on July 12, 2021 and rendered its written decision on August 12, 2021, in which it denied 

part of Applicant’s request and approved part of Applicant’s request (Decision attached hereto as 

Exhibit A).  Applicant, through counsel, duly appeals this decision to the Zoning Board of 

Appeals (“ZBA”) and respectfully requests that the denial of the demolition of a contributing 

structure at 1416 Central Parkway, be reversed.  Applicant is only appealing the demolition 

denial portion of the HCB Decision.  

 

I. Project Summary 

A. Existing Conditions, Zoning, and Proposed Uses 

There are three parcels which were a part of this application to the HCB: (1) 1416 Central 

Parkway has 90’ of frontage on Central Parkway and is at the corner of Central Parkway and 

Magnolia Street, owned by Downtown Property Management, Inc. (“Owner” or “DPMI”); 
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(2) 1420 Central is adjacent to 1416 Central, has 30’ of frontage on Central, and is at the corner 

of Central Parkway and Whetsel Alley, also owned by DPMI; and (3) 1424 to 1430 Central is a 

consolidated parcel that runs the entire 90’ frontage along Central Parkway between Whetsel 

Alley to the south and W. 15th Street to the north, owned by Parkway Towers Associates, LLC 

(collectively the “Subject Property”).1  

 The Subject Property is located in the Commercial Community-Auto-oriented “CC-A” 

District.  It also includes an Historic District Overlay, governed under Cincinnati Zoning Code 

(“CZC”) Chapter 1435.  Specifically, the entire tract is located within the “Over-the-Rhine” 

(“OTR”) Historic District.  The Subject Property has obtained prior approvals from the HCB, 

had a number of proposals that were a part of this current application before the HCB, and has 

additional future plans for the tract.  Between the prior, pending, and future approvals and plans 

for the Subject Property, the tract is proposed to be used as follows: 

1. 1416 Central Parkway – Includes a heavily-altered “contributing structure” - 
Appellant proposes to demolish this structure.  The HCB’s denial of this demolition is 
the subject of this appeal. 1416 Central is intended to be a part of a larger project 
including the construction/rehabilitation of 1420 for hotel purposes; 

2. 1420 Central Parkway – A “contributing structure” - Proposed 
rehabilitation/combined with new construction to build a new hotel, a permitted use 
in the district, in combination with 1416 Central parcel; 

3. 1424 Central Parkway – Previously-approved demolition of a non-contributing 
structure; approved for use as outdoor drinking area for The Pitch Cincy by HCB on 
8-27-2021 and is intended to eventually be part of the larger hotel project; and  

4. 1430 Central Parkway – Previously-approved rehabilitation to a contributing structure 
which currently houses “The Pitch Cincy” drinking establishment; HCB approved 
demolition of the non-contributing portion of the building and approved a proposed 
infill at the site.  

 

Including HCB’s current and previous approvals, and Applicant’s future plans for the 

site, the Property will include: (1) the preservation and rehabilitation of two of three contributing 

structures on the tract; (2) the demolition of one non-contributing structure and one non-

contributing addition; and (3) the tract as a whole will ultimately include: The Pitch Cincy 

drinking establishment and a hotel, both of which will include some outdoor spaces. 

                                                 
1 1416 Central Parkway, 81-2-205, 1420 Central Parkway, 81-2-204, 0.061 ac.; and 1424 to 1430 Central Parkway 
81-2-598, 0.227 ac.. 
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This site is significant as it is along the Central Parkway corridor, directly across from the 

TQL Stadium.  This is part of a larger redevelopment effort in the West End and Over-the-Rhine 

neighborhoods tied to the FC Cincinnati’s stadium and related destinations. 

   
II. Relief Requested.  

Based on the Subject Property’s location within the Over-the-Rhine Historic District, the 

Applicant sought, among other things, the demolition of the contributing structure at 1416 

Central Parkway.  Per CZC Sec. 1435-09, “No one shall…undertake a demolition, or receive any 

permit to do so, without first obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness in accordance with this 

Section 1435-09…”  As such, Applicant requested a COA from the HCB for the demolition of a 

contributing building at 1416 Central Parkway.  The HCB’s approval of such request turned on 

whether the Appellant’s request for a COA to demolish the structure meets the standards found 

in CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b).  The HCB voted 5 to 1 to deny the Appellant’s request for a COA to 

demolish the structure at 1416 Central Parkway.  Such decision was in error and should be 

reversed. 

 
III. Summary of Record/Evidence Presented. 

 

A. Applicant’s Documentation 

Applicant Luminaut provided a justification letter dated (revised version) June 30, 2021 

which supports the various points of relief requested by Applicant.  In addition to that, the 

project developer Moment Development submitted a letter dated May 28, 2021 that discusses the 

various requests before the HCB, and specifically addresses and elaborates on the economic 

analysis and its adherence to the various factors found in CZC Sec. 14350-09-2(b)(aa) through 

(ff).  This document is attached to this Notice of Appeal as Exhibit B.   

Applicant provided thorough documentation to support its assertion that the structure at 1416 

Central is not economically feasible and should be permitted to be demolished pursuant to the 

standards in CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b).  Applicant submitted detailed pro forma of four separate 

uses conceivable for the district: (1) Retail & Office; (2) Retail and Residential; (3) Residential 

Only; (4) Breakeven Pro Forma.  All of these indicated the inability to economically maintain 

and sustain the proposed uses. These were further supported by details regarding profit and loss 

from the period of January 2018 through December 2020 (document dated 6-28-2021).  
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Applicant also submitted property comps for nine properties to further support the economic 

framework of the pro forma analyses.  

Further, a letter was submitted by property owner representative Brama Ramineni, dated June 

29, 2021, that explained several facts related to the Owner’s ownership and management of the 

structure: e.g., “have been operating at a loss since we have owned it;” “we don’t charge 

ourselves rent, and carry all the expenses of maintaining the building gin addition to property 

taxes, insurances, and operating expenses;” “no orders against us for neglect or violations from 

our local municipality or various departments;” and “we are unable to carry the losses we have 

incurred here for a number of years.” 

 Applicant’s pro forma relies upon evaluations made by licensed, well-regarded experts in 

structural engineering and construction.  Applicant submitted a 15-page report of Advantage 

Group Engineering (“AGE”) dated May 24, 2021.  This report evaluates the structural 

components of the building to determine exactly what is needed to make the structure at 1416 

Central stabilized.  HGC Construction then provided a report dated May 27, 2021, which uses 

the findings of the engineer to price cost and scope of work, and breaks down those costs by the 

various structural components addressed.   

The applicant then relies upon these findings, its past knowledge of the structure, numerous 

comps, and other various evidence to provide the four pro forma, none of which come close to 

yielding a finding of economic feasibility. All documentation provided to the HCB from 

Applicant comes from the owner with factual knowledge of the building, and licensed, reputable 

experts in their fields.  

B. Opponent’s Documentation 

There are three documents submitted to the Record: (1) a June 30, 2021 email from Kevin 

Hassey, who also testified at the hearing; (2) a letter from Neighbors’ counsel Sean Suder; and 

(3) a letter from Mary Burke-Rivers, who also testified at the hearing, written on behalf of the 

Over-the-Rhine Community Housing dated July 12, 2021. Mr. Hassey’s email is confined to 

discussion of the design and scale of the proposed new construction.  Ms. Burke-Rivers’ letter 

discusses the whole project generally. She states that she opposes demolition but offers no 

additional analysis of the applicable demolition standard.  Suder’s letter offers the only 

substantive discussion of the opposition to the demolition, offering five points against demolition 

which are addressed later in this letter.  
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C. City’s Documentation and City Staff Testimony 

The City presented various ordinances and National Register documentation into the record.  

In addition to those District-wide items, the City provided three items from City Staff which 

address this project directly: (1) A June 22, 2021 letter from the Dan Bower, the Deputy Director 

for the Department of Economic Development for the City of Cincinnati.  This letter confirms, 

through the City’s independent analysis, the pro forma provided by Applicant as to the four 

methods; (2) An email to Beth Johnson from the Economic Development Department’s John 

Reiser confirming that the Federal Tax Credit factor does not change the non-feasibility of the 

projects as asserted by Applicant; and (3) the Staff Report and supporting testimony of Urban 

Conservator Beth Johnson.  

Ms. Johnson summarized the findings and conclusions in her Staff Report as follows.  She 

recommended approval of the proposed demolition.  Per her testimony, she summarized the 

project as found in the transcript pages 8 through 15.  She notes that 1416 is a contributing 

structure in the district. Transcript, pg. 9. She notes that the original brick façade was at some 

point covered over with a Spanish Revival-style stucco, and that the removal of the Spanish style 

on the façade would cause significant, irreversible damage to the building. Transcript, p. 9.  She 

notes that the changes to the original structure included the stucco, change in style, a reduction of 

window size, removal of window openings, replacement of original windows, and addition of a 

stepped-back parapet.  Transcript, pg. 9. She mentions the assertion made by opponents that the 

building was built earlier, but notes that she has been unable to confirm this. Transcript, pg. 9. 

Ms. Johnson then goes into her analysis of the standard for demolition as provided under CZC 

Sec. 1435-09-2(b)(i) through (iii).  Transcript, pgs. 10-14. 

As to the question as to whether property owner is deprived of all economically viable use of 

the property under CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b)(i), Johnson notes that the Applicant provided four pro 

forma findings of non-feasibility and included historic tax credit consideration within the 

analyses. Transcript, pg. 10-11. She also noted the analysis of the City’s Economic Development 

staff which supports the reliability of the Applicant’s pro forma conclusions. Transcript, pg. 11.  

As to the question as to whether the reasonable, investment-backed expectations of owner are 

maintained under CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b)(ii), Johnson noted that the owned acquired the 

structure in July, 1997.  Transcript, pg. 12. She notes that the current façade was already in place 

at that time, and the time at which the current façade was installed is unknown.  She again refers 
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to the construction and economic analysis presented by Applicant to find that the state of the 

building and its history means that the reasonable investment backed expectations of owner 

cannot be maintained without demolition.  Transcript pg. 12. 

As to the question of whether the economic hardship was created or exacerbated by the 

building owner under CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b)(ii), Ms. Johnson observed that a construction 

company previously owned the building from 1978 until 1997.  Transcript, pg. 12-13.  She notes 

that staff reviewed the permitting and found no substantial building permits during the owner’s 

tenure, but also no code violations.  Transcript pg. 13-14. She also noted that owners have been 

operating at a loss since they acquired the building.  Transcript pg. 13.  

Johnson then concluded that she finds that Applicant has demonstrated by credible evidence 

that building cannot be reused or see a reasonable economic return, and reiterates that such 

conclusion is based on: (1) acceptable proforma; (2) the fact that the owner did not deliberately 

neglect maintenance of the property; (3) owner has not exacerbated or created the economic 

hardship; (4) DCED performed an independent economic analysis; and (4) the consideration of 

the use of federal historic tax credits does not make the structure viable. Transcript pg. 14.  

D. Testimony of Applicant’s Witnesses 

Applicant had several witnesses available for testimony during the hearing, though not all 

testified.  Those present and available to testify were as follows: 

1. Ohm Patel, Moment Development 

2. Jeremiah Hahn, Luminaut 

3. Matt Erdman, Luminaut 

4. Matthew Wirtz, Luminaut 

5. Josh Tolchinsky, Advantage Group Engineers 

6. Kevin Schubert. HGC Construction 

7. Brama Ramineni, Owner DPMI 

Mr. Ohm Patel, a representative of Moment Development, testified to the fact that the 

Applicant put together an expert team who found through their research and analysis that 

keeping 1416 Central is simply not feasible.  Transcript, pg. 31-32.  He noted that they reached 

out to the City’s Economic Development Department regarding economic incentives, and that 

the City’s economic development experts ended up concurring with Applicant with respect to the 

economic feasibility analysis, by way of their own, independent analysis.  Transcript, pg. 32.  

Mr. Patel testified that the Applicant “ran the numbers” every way they could.  Transcript pg. 33. 
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Matt Erdman of Luminaut also testified regarding the demolition of 1416 Central.  

Transcript, pg. 34-35.  He noted that they initially looked at saving all three contributing 

buildings on the Subject property, but concluded that only two of the three could be saved.  

Transcript pg. 33.    He noted that the Luminaut Firm is recognized for historic preservation and 

that they currently have multiple historic tax projects in the city. Transcript pg. 34.  He described 

Luminaut as a, “pro-preservation firm.” Transcript, pg. 35.  He also noted that they worked with 

the City and community, meeting with the City’s historic conservator 4-5 times and the OTR 

community council four times. Transcript, pg. 35.  

E. Testimony of Neighbors 

Two individuals testified in support of the project.  John Walter testified generally in support 

of the proposed hotel use.  Transcript, pg. 81-83.  Ms. Jennifer LeMasters Wirtz testified that she 

was not there to talk about the demolition, and noted her general support for the project.  

Transcript, pg. 96.  Another eight individuals testified in opposition to the project, only some of 

which noted their positions regarding demolition specifically.  

Danny Klingler testified regarding the project generally, and his perception of the 

Applicant’s engagement with the community.  Transcript, pg. 45-46.  He then complains of the 

scope of the proposed hotel use, despite the hotel’s status as a permitted use in the district, citing 

the scale of 90 units and speculating regarding the quality of the hotel operator to be chosen.  

Transcript, pg. 48.  He then mentions he believes it to be a canal building, and discusses his 

opposition to the proposed scale of the new construction. Transcript, pg. 48-50.  Mr. Suder then 

asks him a few direct questions regarding the scale and setback of the proposed new 

construction.  Transcript, pg. 51-54. There is no substantive testimony regarding the demolition.  

Margy Waller testified in opposition to the application.  She provides her history with Over 

the Rhine.  Transcript, pg. 55. As to 1416 Central, she discusses her opposition to the proposed 

demolition but offers no substantive analysis of the proposal’s adherence or non-adherence to the 

demolition standards of CZC Chapter 1435.  She also provides no substantive response to the 

Applicant’s assertions, instead making cursory statements regarding her disbelief of their 

conclusions.  

Specifically, she states that she is, “confused” about demolition, saying it, “seems 

impossible…strains any kind of logic.” Transcript, pg. 56.  She notes that we are “temporary 

caretakers” of historic buildings, and that she finds the building to be a special building, on the 
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canal.  Transcript, pg. 56-57.  She then states that “the question is whether the building has a 

viable use…it clearly does…It’s been used for over three decades.”  This is not an accurate 

description of the standard for demolition found in CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b).  She then closes her 

testimony with a discussion of her opposition to the zoning district applicable to the area. 

Transcript, pg. 58-61. 

Mary Burke-Rivers then testifies regarding her association and background with Over-the-

Rhine Community Housing.  Transcript, pg. 62-65. She offers some generalized discussion of 

her opposition to the project, but provides no meaningful analysis of the demolition’s adherence 

to the CZC demolition standard.   

Holly Ragusa testified on the background and experiences regarding the renovation of her 

own building and her living in the neighborhood, and simply states that the “canal building” is 

“irreplaceable.”  Transcript, pg. 76-79.  She also provides no meaningful analysis of the 

demolition’s adherence to the CZC demolition standard.   

Cincinnati Preservation Association Director Paul Muller testified in opposition to the 

demolition.  Transcript, pg. 84-85.  He simply stated that he appreciates that the Applicant 

proposes keeping two of the three contributing structures, but believes there should be a, “closer 

look” at the feasibility of 1416 Central.  Transcript, pg. 84. He then notes that the height of the 

proposed new construction along Magnolia is a concern. Transcript, pg. 85.  He also provides no 

meaningful analysis of the demolition’s adherence to the CZC demolition standard.   

Kevin and Roseann Hassey testified regarding the density and height of the proposed new 

construction, the “back and forth” with the Applicant on the community level, objected to the 

scale and height of the new construction, and expressed concern regarding the transient 

population brought by a hotel.  Transcript, pgs. 85-92. Neither testified in opposition to the 

demolition specifically.  

Michelle Avery-Keely provided the most specific comments regarding the Applicant’s 

demolition-related assertions, but all points were later rebutted by the Applicant. Transcript, pg. 

93-96.  Specifically, Ms. Avery Keely stated: 

The economic hardship case to demolish it has not been proven. The contractor’s estimates 
for stabilization include a new automatic fire sprinkler system throughout that would not 
likely be needed if the building were to be renovates as a continuation of the current 
occupancy type. Sprinkler system is a big-ticket item. The economic analyses all use this 
inflated cost making it much more difficult to show economic viability.  And if an existing 
use were continued, there’s be fewer changes to the building. No effort has been made to find 
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a buyer that would want the building for a use that is more compatible with the existing 
structure. Transcript, pg. 93 
 
Mr. Patel later testified in rebuttal to Ms. Avery-Kelley’s assertion that the fire suppression 

was all that stood in the way of an economically-feasible building.  He noted that of all the 

details analyzed with respect to necessary project considerations, the fire-suppression cost is a, 

“drop in the bucket”.  Transcript, pg. 113.  

Ms. Avery-Keely then went on to state as follows: 

The owners have owned the building for over 24 years and have not maintained or repaired 
the building. A statement on the staff report claim that changes made over the years are 
irreversible, but this has not been substantiated. It seems possible that the brick arches that 
formed the original openings are intact behind the stucco and may still be usable. More 
investigation on the building is needed. Transcript, pg. 93-94. 
  

 Such bare assertions by Ms. Avery-Keely completely ignore the fact that the City’s own 

expert staff Beth Johnson acknowledged that the building could not be returned to its original 

state.  Transcript, pg. 9. AGE’s expert report notes that simply to correct the water damage in the 

brick that is underneath the stucco requires, “up to 50% brick replacement and 100% 

tuckpointing,” AGE Report, pg. 1.  And, the testimony of Ms. Avery-Keely as to the façade 

preservation ignores the numerous other aspects of the structure that make the preservation of it 

economically infeasible. Ms. Avery-Keely then closed with a discussion of her opposition to the 

design and scale of the new construction, and the proposed outdoor areas. Transcript, pg. 94-96.  

F. Cross and Rebuttal of Applicant’s Witnesses 

On cross-examination by Sean Suder, Mr. Ramineni testified that the owner, Downtown 

Property Management, Inc., purchased the building in 1997. Transcript, pg. 68.  He noted that 

the building has been, “barely used,” – that they are, “maintaining the office just to keep it 

maintained, but it is in substantially bad shape….” Transcript, pg. 68.  He stated that the owner 

opened its offices there in 2001, and that there have been no alterations to the building, except 

for some recent outside painting work concurrent with the stadium opening. Transcript, pg. 68.   

Mr. Ramineni testified that the owner had tenants previously – a lithograph company, a 

construction company, and an attorney’s office who were there when they bought the building, 

and that, “over the course of time, the building has been substantially needing work.  And as the 

people moved out, it’s very hard to rent it now.” Transcript pg, 69.  Suder asked why the owner, 

didn’t make “necessary repairs.”  Mr. Ramineni testified on cross, “[w]e would like to maintain a 
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building and develop it, that’s our goal.” Transcript, pg. 70.  He testified that 1416 Central is not 

a viable building – noting the steep staircases in the front and back, the fact that there is no 

elevator; that they, “can’t just put an elevator in wood joint building that’s crumbling,” and that 

the building is, “beyond repair.”  Transcript pg. 70. 

When Suder suggested the owner, “let it deteriorate,” Mr. Ramineni stated that they did not.  

Transcript, pg. 70.  Ramineni stated, “the way it sits, there’s no way you can do some repairs in it 

and make it code compliant. You’d have to have handicap access. You’d have to have an 

elevator in it in order for it to maintain. You cannot do it on this building.  This is what we do for 

a living.  This building is beyond repair, based on the code compliant.” Transcript, pg. 71. On 

redirect, Mr. Ramineni confirmed that the owner has maintained the building, that the foundation 

is bad, but that the owner has had no code violations issued for the building.  Transcript, pg. 74-

75.  

Matt Erdman testified that it is not about whether it’s possible to renovate a building, it is 

whether its economically possible – and he noted, “[t]hat specific [Spanish Revival] design 

would not be approved by the current [City historic] guidelines….” Transcript, pg. 105.  Mr. 

Erdman testified regarding the impact the stucco addition has had on the structure over time – 

discussing the water infiltration and significant deterioration of structural integrity of the brick 

due to the stucco.  Transcript, pg. 106.  Erdman testified that the harmful renovation to the 

building decades ago has contributed to the deterioration of the structural integrity of the 

building. Transcript, pg. 106.  He described the brick separating from joists, and the lateral 

failure and some vertical failure in the basement. Transcript, pg. 106.  This testimony confirms 

that the stucco addition added by a prior owner is a significant factor in the deterioration of the 

building generally, and consistent with Mr. Ramineni’s testimony, that the foundation of the 

structure is in significant disrepair that has been underway for a long time. 

G. HCB Question to Applicant Witness 

HCB Chairman Voss asked Mr. Ramineni if there, “has there been an attempt in the last 

couple of years to sell this property to anyone else?”  Mr. Ramineni stated in response: 

We did – I mean, it wasn’t listed to no real estate agent, but we did have a discussion with 
multiple developers, 3CDC, Model Group and they approached the building multiple ways to 
see what they could do for a development plan, and they figured it’s not a viable structure, 
and they really couldn’t come up with any kind of positive use for the building. So they 
backed out.  Transcript, pg. 127-128. 
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IV. ARGUMENT – The record demonstrates that the request meets the standards of 

CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b). 

 

A. The HCB’s Decision is unsupported by the record.   

The decision of the HCB to deny the proposed demolition of 1416 Central Avenue is, 

“illegal, arbitrary, capricious, unreasonable, or unsupported by the preponderance of substantial, 

reliable, and probative evidence on the whole record,” and should be reversed.2  The HCB states, 

“the Applicant’s justification for demolishing the building is based on the premise that the 

building is in such disrepair that it cannot be rehabilitated or sold for the purposes of 

rehabilitation without suffering a financial loss…the Applicant…failed to introduce evidence 

that sufficiently establishes the Applicant’s Argument.” Exhibit 1, Decision, pg. 5. The 

Applicant submitted voluminous analyses on the necessary repairs on the building, as shown by 

Advantage Group Engineers, support for the costs of those repairs by HCG Construction, 

extensive pro forma regarding four different scenarios based on AGE and HGC, and nine nearby 

property comps. Such analysis was supported further by an additional letter by Ohm Patel further 

explaining the analysis (attached hereto as Exhibit B), testimony by the Applicant’s 

representatives, and a third-party, unbiased analysis by the City’s Economic Development 

Department that was consistent with the Applicant’s.   

Further, the Applicant took the time to evaluate the economics of the structure with 

conceivable federal Tax Credit incentives, and nonetheless found, based on a variety of 

permissible uses, that the structure is not economically feasible to save.  The HCB states, “it 

cannot be ignored that other development scenarios for the Property may have the potential to 

reduce the hardship of which the Owner complaints.”  Exhibit A, pgs. 5-6. However, the 

Applicant provides pro forma for four uses, and extensive evidence from AGE and HCG 

regarding repairs and stabilization that are systemic structural issues that are relevant to any use 

for the site.  HCB wrongly denies the demolition in part based on the idea that there must be 

something out there that works, without providing any reference in the record as to how it comes 

to that conclusion.  

The HCB wrongly denies the demolition request based in part on the fact that there have 

been no, “outstanding building code or complaints from neighboring property owners of blight or 

disrepair.”  Exhibit A, pg. 5.  And the HCB also concludes the demolition should be denied 

                                                 
2 CZC Sec. 1449-17.  
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because, “the building has been occupied since its most recent purchase and is still occupied and 

in use today, at least in part, as an office.”  This finding ignores the fact that the Owner testified 

that the owner has operated at a loss, occupying only a usable part of the building.  Mr. 

Ramineni’s testimony regarding the poor foundation, and various deteriorating conditions that 

are impossible to bring up to code in a feasible way, are conditions that were in place prior to the 

owner’s possession of the building, or are conditions that contributed to the building’s natural 

deterioration over time. The fact that the owner has attempted to occupy a part of the building 

over the period of time during which these conditions naturally worsened, does not undercut the 

economical feasibility standard clearly met by Applicant.  

Every building experiences aging.  The question is whether this building has 

experienced aging in a manner with which it is economically feasible to keep pace on 

maintenance.  As testified to by Applicant, it has not been economically feasible to keep the 

structure at even minimum maintenance levels, and the variety of uses possible in the 

district (retail, office, residential) do not support economic feasibility at this structure. 

Simply maintaining the building at minimum levels, with partial occupancy for over twenty 

years, has been accomplished at a financial loss the entire time. The Applicant addressed 

each standard of CZC 1435-09-2-(b) within its letters, expert analyses and reports, and 

testimony.  The record supports approval of the COA for demolition, and such COA should have 

been granted2.  

B. The opponents’ testimony and evidence does not adequately rebut the evidence 

presented by Appellant. 

The Applicant presented a variety of credible evidence regarding the demolition’s 

adherence to CZC 1435-09-2(b).  The opponents to the application simply did not present 

documentation or testimony adequate to overcome the Applicant’s evidence and testimony. 

Attorney Sean Suder represented a number of the nearby residents, who testified in opposition to 

the application.  Suder objected to the absence of the City’s Economic Development Director 

who authored the letter and cited his inability to cross-examine that person on the City’s 

document, but he also made no effort to undermine or cross-examine those representatives of the 

Applicant who were present and who made similar assertions as to economic feasibility.   
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Applicant’s representatives who created the pro forma, found the comps, completed the 

structural report and construction estimates, were all present at the hearing.  Suder did not cross-

examine those individuals in an attempt to undermine the validity of their assertions.  He also 

presented no witnesses, expert or otherwise, to critique or challenge the Applicant’s or City’s pro 

forma whatsoever.  Instead, a few individuals made bare assertions that they disagreed with it, 

but the data provided by both the Applicant and the City was wholly unrebutted by any 

meaningful analysis.   Additionally, no experts were present to testify in opposition to the 

evidence provided by Applicant regarding structural assessments, construction costs 

assessments, and economic assessments. 

Suder’s letter offered the following five points in his letter to support his assertion that 

Applicant has not established the requisite economic hardship, which are followed in bold by 

Applicant’s responses.  

1. The building is currently being used by the property owner as an office and has been 
since at least the early 1990’s. While an opportunity has arisen to sell the property for 
demolition, this choice is not available to the property owner as the building is 
operational and is a going concern. The fact that a building is being used does not 

mean that the economics of continuing to maintain the building and use it in an 

economic way per CZC 1435-09-2 is feasible.  It has not been economical in its 

current form for the Owner historically, and pro forma show that any potential 

changes to it are not economical, either. 
 

2. The building is in use and any economic hardships are the result of the property owner 
attempting to sell the property for demolition and redevelopment as a hotel. The property 
owner did not make any claims of economic hardship prior to receiving an opportunity to 
sell the property for demolition. The Applicant would only have made a claim of 

economic hardship in the context of an administrative request that requires a 

showing of one, which the Applicant is doing here.  The economic hardship is a 

result of various conditions of the building that have been in place and deteriorating 

since long before the current owner owned the building, and in a way with which 

the Owner cannot keep pace in an economical way.  This includes the façade change 

and impact that has had on water, foundational issues, wood frame construction, 

etc. as testified to by Erdman and Ramineni, and as shown in the documentation 

provided by AGE, HGC, Luminaut, and Moment.  
 

3. Any deterioration or maintenance challenges of the building have been in the complete 
control of the property owner as the user and steward of the building. The property owner 
cannot claim building conditions that they had control over as a basis for demolition.  
The building owner testified that it has operated at a loss since obtaining the 

building, that when tenants left it had trouble replacing those tenants, that it has 

historically only occupied only part of the building, and even though it owns the 
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building and pays no rent, there is still a constant economic loss.  The owner has 

maintained the building as is required, and has had no code violations. As explained 

above, the natural deterioration of the building is something that occurs to all 

buildings over time despite ongoing minimal maintenance, and in this particular 

case, this building is at a point and of a condition where that natural progression of 

deterioration has outpaced the type of minimum maintenance that is economically 

feasible.  
 

4. Any alleged economic hardship can be mitigated through numerous programs including 
federal and state historic tax credits that could be used to rehabilitate this important pre- 
Civil War canal building. Those programs should be explored as a first step in the 
redevelopment process. The Applicant presented its experts who are well-versed in 

historic preservation and state and federal tax incentives.  The Record indicates that 

all of those avenues have been sought, evaluated, and exhausted. The City’s 

economic development representative confirmed this independently as well. 
 

5. They may have been interior alterations and some exterior alterations made to the 
building over time, but the canal building in its historic context is listed and remains a 
contributing building in the Over-the-Rhine Historic District. The Applicant does not 

dispute that the building is listed on the contributing structures list.  This fact is why 

Applicant was before the HCB, and is now before ZBA, requesting a COA for 

demolition.  
 

C. The decision is fully supported by the recent decisions in the Hamilton County 

Common Pleas Court and First District Court of Appeals, Banker's Choice, 

LLC v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals, 2021-Ohio-1206. 

The First District Court of Appeals recently ruled on a similar dispute in Banker's 

Choice, LLC v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals, 2021-Ohio-1206.  The Banker’s Choice case is analogous 

the case before the ZBA, and its authority should be considered.  In Banker’s Choice, the 

applicant applies for the demolition of contributing structures in the Over-the-Rhine historic 

district, asserting that a COA for demolition should be approved under CZC Sec. 1435-09-2(b). 

The Court’s findings in Banker’s Choice can be applied to this case.  

1. Denial of All Economically Viable Use 

“In determining whether a regulation has deprived a property owner of all economic 

value, a court's concern is ‘not whether [a] property is capable of being used,’ but whether it is 

capable of being used in an 'economically beneficial or productive' manner.’" Banker’s Choice 

citing State ex rel. AWMS Water Solutions, L.L.C. v. Mertz, Slip Opinion No. 2020-Ohio-5482, ¶ 

47.  In this case, the fact that the property has been used historically is inapposite. The use as-is 

has been shown to be a financial detriment to owner, and the Applicant evaluated commercial 
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and residential uses as part of the pro forma to support its assertion that saving the building is not 

economically feasible. It has not been economical in its current form for the Owner historically, 

and pro forma show that any potential changes to it are not economical, either. 

“A regulation denies an owner all economically viable use of the owner's land if it 

restricts the use of the land so as to ‘render it valueless, the permitted uses are not economically 

feasible, or the regulation permits only uses which are highly improbable or practically 

impossible under the circumstances.’” Banker’s Choice citing State ex rel. Ridge Club v. 

Amberley Village, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-070012, 2007-Ohio- 6089, ¶ 13.  Again, here, the 

pro forma provided by Applicant and further analyzed separately by the City shows that a 

number of probable uses do not work.  The fact that there is some improbable, unimagined use 

out there that could work does not undercut the Applicant’s case. 

 
The court addressed the possibility of other buyers of property: 

The city argues that the trial court was required to consider whether Banker's Choice 
could have realized a profit had it accepted one of the offers it received to purchase the 
building. However, an owner's ability to sell an affected property does not constitute an 
economically beneficial use; "[t]ypical economic uses enable a landowner to derive 
benefits from land ownership rather than requiring a landowner to sell the affected 
parcel." Mertz at ¶ 48, quoting Lost Tree Village Corp. v.  United States, 787 F.3d 1111, 
1117 (Fed.Cir.2015). 
 

 HCB states in its decision, “evidence was introduced at the hearing that the current owner 

at 1416 Central Parkway has received at least one offer to buy the building at 1416 Central 

Parkway and the offer did not include plans to demolish the building.”  This is both inaccurate 

and unsupported by law.  Ramineni testified that even when it had reputable entities considering 

the development of the structure– 3CDC, Model Group, etc., that these organizations backed out 

of the deal and declined to purchase the property.  And even if these potential buyers/developers 

had offered, per Banker’s Choice, the Applicant’s case for economic feasibility cannot require 

the Applicant/owner to be required to sell to anyone in particular; it is about whether the party 

seeking the COA is able to, “derive benefits of property ownership,” from the land.  

 The Court in Banker’s Choice found that the building at issue in the case was badly 

deteriorated, the HGC construction provided estimates to support the assertion that the 

structure’s rehabilitation is not economically feasible. The Court stated, “[i]n its discussion of 

economically viable use of the property, the trial court noted that the building was ‘crumbling,’ 
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‘dangerous,’ and ‘not in good shape whatsoever,’ and that even the city had referred to it as 

‘vacant, unsafe, unsanitary and deteriorating.’”  Here, the building at issue has only been able to 

be partially occupied for many years due to the building’s deteriorating condition, and the owner 

has done so at a continuous financial loss. Advantage Group Engineering found the building, in 

“poor to fair condition.” The report states that the, “rubble stone foundation wall is severely 

undermined at the northwest corner,” “significant void under the wood basement floor,” that is a, 

“big unknown,” with, “no viable commercial use.”  AGE Report, pg. 10, 11, 14.  HGC’s 

supporting evaluation of costs to make the building minimally stabilized resulted in significant 

costs. 

In Banker’s Choice, the court stated that it "found and specifically stated in prior 

decisions that Banker's Choice presented credible evidence from experts in the field of property 

restoration and the financial aspect of property restoration that the Davis Furniture Building 

would be economically not viable." Similar to this case, the Applicant Stough in Banker’s 

Choice hired, “HGC Construction to do an independent cost assessment, as Stough explained, ‘to 

develop a cost for putting the building back into service.’ Harris admitted that HGC Construction 

was one of the most reputable contractors in Cincinnati and that its estimate of $3.34 million, 

though substantially greater than that provided by Stough, was ‘credible.’” Here, no City expert 

or opponents have even questioned the validity of the assessments made by AGE or HGC at all.  

Nobody has accused them of being inflated or unreliable.  Representatives were available for 

cross-examination and for questioning by the HCB, and no one asked them any questions or 

challenged their reports whatsoever.  And yet, the HCB found these and the equally 

unchallenged and unquestioned pro forma analyses to be inadequate evidence to support 

Applicant’s economic infeasibility claim.  

2. Reasonable Investment-Backed Expectations  

The Court in Banker’s Choice stated: 
  
As a developer of properties in the area, Banker's Choice was aware of the historic-
preservation provisions of the zoning code at the time it purchased the building. It was 
the expectation of Banker's Choice to restore the property if economically feasible, and if 
not, to obtain a certificate of appropriateness for demolition. The record supports the trial 
court's determination that, due to the economic infeasibility of restoration, Banker's 
Choice's reasonable investment backed expectations would not be maintained without 
approval of a certificate of appropriateness for demolition. 
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Here, Downtown Property Management, Inc. purchased the building in 1997, seventeen 

years before the building’s 2014 recognition as a contributing structure. Even so, as Ramineni 

testified, Downtown property Management, Inc. has a history of maintaining and developing 

buildings in the downtown and OTR area. DPMI has all the knowledge and experience needed to 

make the structure work economically, and yet the structural limitations of the building 

prevented DMPI from doing so.  DPMI struggled to replace the tenants that were previously in 

place in 1997, despite the fact that DPMI is in the business of renting, and it operated at a loss 

with this structure for the twenty or so years it utilized part of the building for office space.  

DPMI maintained the building the best it could, lost some money in the process, and now the 

building is shown to have certain long-standing characteristics and a trend of natural 

deterioration that cannot be resolved economically. As Mr. Ramineni testified to on cross, “[w]e 

would like to maintain a building and develop it, that’s our goal.” Transcript, pg. 70.  As Erdman 

testified to, they initially looked at saving all three contributing buildings on the Subject 

property, but concluded that only two of the three could be saved.  Transcript pg. 33.   And, two 

of the three contributing structures on the Subject Property will be saved in the process, because 

doing so for two of the three was economically feasible.  The owner’s reasonable, investment-

backed expectations at this site have not been met, and can only be accomplished through the 

demolition of the structure, while saving the other two contributing structures.   

3. Was the Hardship Created or Exacerbated by the Property Owner. 

In Banker’s Choice, the Court evaluated the trial court’s analysis of this factor: 
 
The [trial] court found that even before Banker's Choice bought the building, it had been 
deteriorating and unsafe and that the city had had problems with the building. The court 
rejected any argument that Banker's Choice exacerbated its economic hardship by "its 
tactics regarding the offers made to buy the building, marketing techniques, etc.” The 
court found that the record was devoid of credible evidence showing that Banker's Choice 
did anything to exacerbate the economic hardship. (Emphasis added). 
 

 Here, Ramineni testified that the building has deteriorated over time – “over the course of 

time, the building has been substantially needing work.  And as the people moved out, it’s very 

hard to rent it now.” Transcript pg, 69.  Erdman testified that the longstanding façade alterations, 

completed before the owner owned the building, caused water leakage that contributed to the 

building’s deterioration. Transcript, pg. 106.  The AGE report shows that the brick underlying 

the stucco would require significant replacement. AGE Report, pg. 1.  The Engineering report 
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provides significant issues related to the 100-plus year-old rubble foundation, and indicates that 

the floor joists do not support commercial use. AGE Report, pg. 10, 11, 14.  Ramineni indicated 

that the wood joists likewise don’t support the installation of an elevator, and that the 

accessibility of the building is an issue.  Transcript pg. 70. These facts indicate a linear pattern of 

gradual deterioration, naturally occurring due to many of the characteristics of the building that 

have been in place a long time, or since its origin. The owner has done nothing to exacerbate 

what would already be occurring with this structure, despite its basic maintenance efforts. 

  
V. Conclusion. 

The Applicant has presented credible evidence that the proposed demolition meets the 

standards of CZC 1435-09-2(b).  The Applicant has presented extensive documentation and 

testimony from the developer, the architects who are also experts in preservation and tax 

incentives, and from licensed engineers and an experienced and reliable construction firm. City 

staff in the historic preservation department and in economic development have independently 

verified the validity and reliability of Applicant’s analysis and assertions.  Opponents have 

provided no meaningful rebuttal, no attempted to challenge or dispute the specific findings of 

Applicant.  And finally, the recent case law in the First District Court of Appeals that analyzes 

this very subject shows that the HCB’s decision is unsupported and should be reversed. 

Appellant respectfully requests that the Board’s denial of Appellant’s request to demolish the 

contributing structure at 1416 Central Parkway, be reversed.   

 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Kathleen F. Ryan 
Attorney for Appellant 

Witness List 

1. Ohm Patel, Moment Development 

2. Jeremiah Hahn, Luminaut 

3. Matt Erdman, Luminaut 

4. Matthew Wirtz, Luminaut 

5. Josh Tolchinsky, Advantage Group Engineers 

6. Kevin Schubert. HGC Construction 

7. Brama Ramineni, Downtown Property Management, Inc. (owner) 
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DECISION 

HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD 

CITY OF CINCINNATI 

DATE OF DECISION: AUGUST 12, 2021       

APPLICANT: Luminaut   

CASE TYPE: COA/Zoning Relief 

CASE NO.: COA2021030/ZH20210086 

PROPERTY: 1416-1430 Central Parkway Cincinnati OH 45202 

 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST: 

Luminaut (the “Applicant”) requests a Certificate of Appropriateness (“COA”) to demolish a non-

contributing addition at 1430 Central Parkway, demolish a contributing building at 1416 Central 

Parkway, for new construction at 1416-1430 Central Parkway and for Zoning Relief for an outdoor 

eating and drinking area with entertainment.  

 

SUMMARY OF DECISION: 

 

The application is APPROVED in part and DENIED in part.   

 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

 

The Historic Conservation Board (the “Board”) conducted a public hearing (the “Hearing”) on the 

above-cited application and is charged with evaluating the credibility of all witnesses and issuing 

findings of fact and conclusions of law based on the testimony and evidence presented to it.  

 

The Board mailed notice to all persons entitled to receive notice of the application. Also, the Board 

published prior notice of the Hearing on the application in The City Bulletin. A quorum of Board 

members under Section 5 of the Rules of Procedure were present throughout the Hearing. 

 

The Board recorded the Hearing, and a copy of the recording is available for review and 

transcription from the Office of Administrative Boards. Similarly, a representative from Elite 

Court Reporting Agency, LLC recorded the Hearing stenographically, and a transcript of the 

proceeding is available upon request. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

 

Based on the report and recommendations of Historic Conservation Office staff, the evidence 

submitted by the applicant and other concerned persons, and sworn testimony presented at the 

Hearing, the Board makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law: 
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1. This matter concerns the real property commonly known as 1416-1430 Central Parkway and 

more particularly identified as Hamilton County Auditor’s parcel nos. 081-0002-0205-00, 081-

0002-0204-00, 081-0002-0202-00, 081-0002-0201-90 (the “Property”).  

 

2. The Property is located in the CC-A, “Commercial Community Auto”, Zoning District, in the 

Over-The-Rhine neighborhood,1 and within the area designated as the Over-The-Rhine 

Historic District (the “District”). 

 

3. The Property currently contains a combination of contributing buildings, non-contributing 

buildings and a parking lot.  

 

4. The Applicant’s application for relief (the “Application”) includes several proposals and 

requests as part of one larger project: 

 

a. The Applicant is requesting a COA to demolish the contributing building at 1416 Central 

Parkway due to economic hardship.  

 

b. The Applicant previously received approval to demolish the non-contributing building at 

1424 Central Parkway and now requests COA approval to demolish the non-contributing 

addition to the building at 1430 Central Parkway. 

 

c. The Applicant is requesting a COA for infill development at 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

which includes: 

 

i. New construction at 1416 Central Parkway that would extend into the existing 

parking lot in the rear at 216-222 Magnolia Street. The Applicant proposes the infill 

development along 1416 Central Parkway to be a three-story building at the street 

line with a fourth story setback from the street. The rear of the building proposed 

along Magnolia Street would maintain a three-story façade along the street line with 

a fourth story set back from the street.  

 

ii. Rehabilitating and renovating the building located at 1420 Central Parkway 

including façade changes and removing the large garage door on the 1st floor.  

 

iii. New construction at 1424 Central Parkway and 1430 Central Parkway including 

infill development of one structure that will maintain two distinct facade treatments 

and will be three stories at the street line with a fourth story set back from the street. 

The Applicant proposes installing skyway connections over the alley between the 

structure at 1424, 1430 Central Parkway and the rehabilitated structure at 1420 

Central Parkway at the second, third and fourth levels.  

 

d. The Applicant is requesting Zoning Relief to allow two outdoor areas on the Property (one 

courtyard area and one rooftop area) for eating, drinking and entertainment that collectively 

 
1 Cincinnati Municipal Code Section 1400-17 and Map Section 1400-17. 
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exceed the permissible amount of square footage allowed on the Property which is within 

500 feet of a residential district. 

  

5. A representative for the current owner of the Property at 1416 Central Parkway testified that 

1416 Central Parkway is in substantially poor condition and that only a small portion of the 

building is being put to any economically viable use – currently as an office. He further testified 

that the building is very difficult to maintain, and it is not practical or economically viable to 

rehabilitate.  

 

6. A representative of the Applicant, Matt Erdman, testified that there was broad community 

engagement, that the community does not speak with one voice, and that there were many 

different preferences coming from the community regarding the design of the new 

construction. He discussed the extensive structural deficiencies with the building at 1416 

Central Parkway and argued that a previous renovation that took place (Spanish stucco) would 

not have been approved by today’s historic conservation standards and thus much of the 

historic character has been lost.  

 

7. Several members of the community including Danny Klingler, Margy Waller, and Mary Rivers 

as well as attorney Sean Suder and others argued that the demolition of the building at 1416 

Central Parkway and the proposed new construction on the Property did not comply with the 

certificate of appropriateness standards. Among other arguments contained in the record, they 

argued that the building at 1416 Central Parkway has historic value and should be preserved, 

there was insufficient evidence to prove an economic hardship claim, and that the new 

construction is out of context for the adjacent residential neighborhood and the scale of the 

new construction would adversely impact adjacent properties.  

 

8. Urban Conservator, Beth Johnson submitted to the Board a report concerning the application 

(the “Report”). The Report is 31 pages and dated June 23, 2021. The Report contains a 

summary of the requests, as well as a professional analysis and opinion, including a 

recommendation. The Report recommends approval of each request.  

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

 

1. City Administrative Code (“CAC”) Article XXX, Section 4 establishes the Board and 

empowers it to “have the duties and powers imposed by ordinance and [administrative] code.” 

 

2. CMC Section 1435-05-4 designates the Board to function as the Zoning Hearing Examiner 

concerning requests for zoning relief in Cincinnati’s local historic districts. 

 

3. CMC Section 1435-05-4 provides that “[t]he Historic Conservation Board may grant such 

conditional use or special exception or variance from the regulations when it finds such relief 

from the literal implication of the Zoning Code will not be materially detrimental to the 

public health, safety, and welfare or injurious to property in the district or vicinity where the 

property is located and either:  
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a) Is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation so as not to adversely 

affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the Historic District or Historic 

Asset; or  

b) Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a deprivation of all economically 

viable use of the property as viewed in its entirety. In making such determination, the 

Historic Conservation Board may consider the factors set forth in Section 1435-09-

2(aa)—(ff) below.” 

 

4. CMC Section 1435-09-2 sets forth the procedure for which the Board is to consider certificate 

of appropriateness applications and provides that “[n]o one shall make an alteration or 

undertake a demolition, or receive any permit to do so, without first obtaining a Certificate of 

Appropriateness.” 

 

5. CMC Section 1435-09-1-(b) provides that “[t]he Board may approve, approve with conditions, 

or deny an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness.”  

 

6. CMC Section 1435-09-2 establishes that “[t]he Board may approve or approve with conditions 

an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness when it finds either: 

 

a) That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that the proposal 

substantially conforms to the applicable conservation guidelines; or 

 

b) That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that the property owner 

will suffer economic hardship if the Certificate of Appropriateness is not approved.”  

 

COA Demolition of Contributing Building – 1416 Central Parkway 

 

7. The owner of the building at 1416 Central Parkway has not sought to demonstrate that its 

demolition conforms to the applicable conservation guidelines and instead claims that it will 

suffer economic hardship if it is not permitted to demolish the contributing building.  

Accordingly, the Board has limited its analysis to whether the Owner has demonstrated 

“economic hardship” pursuant to CMC 1435-09-2 (b). 

 

8. CMC Section 1435-09-2 (b) establishes that the Board shall consider all of the following 

factors when determining whether the property owner has demonstrated an economic hardship: 

 

a) Will all economically viable use of the property be deprived without approval of a 

Certificate of Appropriateness;   

 

b) Will the reasonable investment-backed expectations of the property owner be maintained 

without approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness; and 

 

c) Whether the economic hardship was created or exacerbated by the property owner.  

 

9. In evaluating the above factors for economic hardship, the Historic Conservation Board may 

consider any or all of the following: 
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a) A property's current level of economic return; 

b) Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the 

previous two years, including testimony and relevant documents; 

c) The feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could earn a reasonable economic 

return; 

d) Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate neglect or inadequate 

maintenance of the property; 

e) Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at time of acquisition; and/or 

f) Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal, state, city, 

or private programs. 

 

10. After considering the recommendations of the Urban Conservator and the evidence and 

testimony provided at the Hearing, the Board determines that the current owner at 1416 Central 

Parkway and the Applicant have not demonstrated that they will suffer economic hardship if 

they are not permitted to demolish the building at 1416 Central Parkway.  

 

THE OWNER FAILED TO DEMONSTRATE THAT IT WILL SUFFER ECONOMIC 

HARDSHIP  

 

11. The evidence and testimony provided at the Hearing indicate that the current owner at 1416 

Central Parkway failed to show that it will suffer economic hardship if it is not permitted to 

demolish the building.  

 

12. The Board finds that the evidence does not demonstrate that all economically viable use of the 

Property will be deprived without approval of the COA.  

 

The Applicant’s justification for demolishing the building is based on the premise that the 

building is in such disrepair that it cannot be rehabilitated or sold for the purposes of 

rehabilitation without suffering a financial loss. However, the Board finds that the Applicant 

failed to introduce evidence that sufficiently establishes the Applicant’s argument. Instead, 

evidence was introduced at the hearing that the current owner at 1416 Central Parkway has 

received at least one offer to buy the building at 1416 Central Parkway and the offer did not 

include plans to demolish the building.   

 

Furthermore, although the Applicant argued that the building is in a significant state of 

disrepair, no evidence was introduced that the building currently has any outstanding building 

code violations or complaints from neighboring property owners of blight or disrepair. In fact, 

evidence was introduced that the building has been occupied since its most recent purchase 

and is still occupied and in use today, at least in part, as an office space.  

 

Finally, the Board finds that the building, despite past alterations and updates, still maintains 

its historic character and nature and contributes to the District.  

 

The Board does not question the Owner’s desire to operate a hotel on the Property.  But, for 

the purposes of the economic hardship analysis, it cannot be ignored that other development 
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scenarios for the Property may have the potential to reduce the hardship of which the Owner 

complains.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

13. Upon motion duly made and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to 

DENY the application to demolish the building located at 1416 Central Parkway, finding that 

the owner of the building at 1416 Central Parkway and the Applicant have not demonstrated 

by the preponderance of the credible evidence that it will suffer economic hardship.  

 

14. The following is a record of the motion to deny the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie Mr. Voss  

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 

Mr. Weiss 

  

Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

   
 

COA to Demolish Non-Contributing Addition at 1430 Central Parkway 

 

1. The Over-the-Rhine Historic Guidelines (the “Guidelines”) generally allow for demolition of 

existing buildings when the demolition request is for an inappropriate addition or a non-

significant portion of a building and the demolition will not adversely affect those parts of the 

building which are significant as determined by the Board. 

 

2. After considering the recommendations of the Urban Conservator and the evidence and 

testimony provided at the Hearing, the Board determines that the Applicant demonstrated that 

the building addition at 1430 Central Parkway is a non-contributing addition and thus the 

requested COA is appropriate.   

 

CONCLUSION 

 

3. Upon motion duly made and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to 

APPROVE the application to demolish the non-contributing building addition located at 1430 

Central Parkway, finding that the Applicant demonstrated that the demolition was appropriate 

for the District.  

 

4. The following is a record of the motion to approve the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie   

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 

Mr. Weiss 
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Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

Mr. Voss   

   
 

COA for In-fill development at 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

 

1. The Applicant contends that the proposed new construction at 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

substantially conforms with the District Guidelines pursuant to CMC 1435-09-2 (a).   

 

2. The District Guidelines establish that the Board’s review of new construction will focus on the 

design compatibility with the surrounding contributing structures. The appropriateness of the 

design relates to the neighboring buildings and to the intent of the District Guidelines. New 

design proposals should pay particular attention to composition, materials, openings, rhythm, 

scale, proportion and height.  

 

THE OWNER FAILED TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE NEW CONSTRUCTION 

SUBSTANTIALLY COMPLIES WITH THE DISTRICT GUIDELINES. 

 

3. The Boards finds that the evidence and testimony provided at the Hearing does not demonstrate 

that the proposed new construction at 1416-1430 substantially complies with the District 

Guidelines.  

 

The Applicant demonstrated that the plans for the new construction successfully incorporated 

several of the specific design features required by the District Guidelines. However, the Board 

finds that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that the scale, proportion, and height of the 

proposed design is compatible with the surrounding contributing structures and nearby 

residential structures. In particular, the height and the massing of the new construction along 

216-222 Magnolia Street overpowers adjacent residential buildings.  

 

The partial compliance with some design guidelines does not outweigh the incompatibility and 

lack of rhythm created by the massing and scale of the new construction compared to adjacent 

contributing buildings.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

4. Upon motion duly made and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to 

DENY the application for a certificate of appropriateness for new construction at 1416-1430 

Central Parkway, finding that the Applicant failed to demonstrate by the preponderance of the 

credible evidence that the new construction substantially complies with District Guidelines.  

 

5. The following is a record of the motion to deny the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie   

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 
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Mr. Weiss 

Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

Mr. Voss   

   
 

Zoning Relief to Allow Two Outdoor Areas on the Property 

 

1. The Boards finds that the evidence and testimony provided at the Hearing demonstrates that 

the proposed outdoor areas at 1416-1430 Central Parkway are necessary and appropriate in the 

interest of historic conservation so as not to adversely affect the historic architectural or 

aesthetic integrity of the District or the buildings on the Property.  

 

The Applicant demonstrated that the two outdoor areas – one courtyard space and one rooftop 

space – do not adversely affect the building because the courtyard space is outside of the 

historic buildings and the rooftop deck is built on top of the existing roof and does not cut or 

destroy any historic materials. The railing on the rooftop deck is set back from the edge of the 

building and will be constructed of glass which will minimize visibility form street views. The 

courtyard area will be buffered from surrounding residential buildings by new construction 

and is compatible with the Zoning District and surrounding neighborhood.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

1. Based on the evidence submitted by the Applicant, testimony received at the Hearing, and the 

professional analysis and recommendation presented in the Report, upon motion duly made 

and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to APPROVE the Zoning 

Relief request, finding it is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation 

so as not to adversely affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the District. 

Specifically, the Board approves two outdoor areas to be used for eating, drinking and 

entertainment that exceed 50% of the indoor area accessible to the public and are within 500 

feet of a residential district boundary line.  

 

2. The following is a record of the motion to approve the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie   

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 

Mr. Weiss 

  

Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

Mr. Voss   
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MADE this 12th day of August, 2021: 

   

/s/ Tim Voss 

Tim Voss, Chair 

Historic Conservation Board 

 

/s/ David Sturkey 

David Sturkey, Staff Attorney 

Historic Conservation Board 

 

 

 

 

 

APPEALS: 

This decision may be appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals under Chapters 1435 and 1449 of 

the Zoning Code.   Appeals must be filed within thirty days of the date of the mailing of this 

decision. 

 

TRANSMITTED this 12th day of August, 2021, by certified mail to: 

 

 Kinglsey + Co. 

 Attn: Jeremiah Hahn 

 1100 Sycamore Street, Suite 200 

 Cincinnati, OH 45202 

  

 

TRANSMITTED this 12th day of August, 2021, by interdepartmental mail to:   

 

Beth Johnson 

Department of Buildings and Inspections 

805 Central Avenue, 5th Floor 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202  
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Moment Development, LLC 

Ohm Patel 

800 North High Street, Suite 03-108 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

May 28, 2021 

 

Beth Johnson, AICP | Urban Conservator   

City of Cincinnati | Buildings & Inspections 

Permit Center | 805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 | Cincinnati, OH 45202 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

It is our view that this development is the highest and best use of the parcels between 15th St. and Magnolia St. on 

Central Parkway in OTR. The property is zoned CCA and by right the hotel is an acceptable use.  With the area not 

having any premium hotel options, this location provides a much needed amenity to Music Hall, the OTR business and 

residential community, as well as supporting the needs of the newly opened TQL Stadium across the street.  This 

development will be in a class of its own on Central Parkway and is hopefully the first of much more vitality to come! 

In terms of architecture, we wanted the exterior design to be one that had elevated finishes and exceed the Over-The-

Rhine Historic Conservation Guidelines for New Construction, while also reciprocating the fresh new design of TQL 

Stadium.  With the use of an OTR based architectural firm in Luminaut, we truly feel that we have met the mark on 

delivering this vision of respect guidelines for new construction for this OTR.   With this development primarily being an 

infill opportunity, we could not discount the need to rise to the Moment on design when in front of a state of the art stadium 

and the rich beauty of OTR.    

In terms of hotel product, this property will be a boutique hotel that is completely curated to be one of a kind both in terms 

of design and in terms of product offering.  It will be soft branded to carry a brand of our own choosing but back by a 

global reservation system with either Hilton or Marriott.  The design theme is going to be a collision of both the past and 

present in that we will commemorate the auto body shop that once operated in 1420 Central Parkway Building, while also 

celebrating the immigrant story of Dr. Ramineni, a PHD professor at Xavier University, and the founder of Downtown 

Property Management, the owner’s of this property.  

The guest rooms will be luxurious and modern and the F&B offering will be by way of a partnership with a regional 

restaurateur offering an experience that adds to the rich culinary diaspora of the OTR community.  It is our vision for The 

Pitch Cincy to offer a laid back, casual experience to the community and our guests, while in contrast the hotel cocktail 

bar and restaurant will provide an elevated offering to create a destination of sorts.  Last but not least, our rooftop terrace 

facing Central Parkway with vivid views of TQL stadium and the downtown skyline, will play host to an array of private 

events.  To execute this vision, Moment Development will deliver the product by way of its Cincinnati based Design and 

Construction partners.  However, we will partner with Hotel Equities (hotel management company) to manage the property 

and instill the service culture and handle all hotel operations to meet the needs of our guests and community.   

It pains me to write this but based on the rhetoric from those who oppose this development, the truth must be expressed; 

this is not a cookie cutter roadside motel.  It is not a product that is going to offer a complimentary continental breakfast for 

a budget traveller.  It is not a product that is going to sell rooms below the average for the market.  This is not a Days Inn, 

a Motel 6, a Super8, a Hampton Inn, a Fairfield Inn, a Home2, or a Holiday Inn.  This is a luxury boutique hotel of the 

same caliber or greater than the other soft branded boutique hotel’s that have been developed in the Cincinnati market 

(The Lytle, Cincinnatian, Kinley to name a few).  The architecture presented should speak for itself.   
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Proforma Analysis 

To keep the the 1416-1418 Central Parkway Building the following are the square footage scenarios that we are 

presented with if we were to utilize this building for an alternate use, as well as the fixed cost of salvaging, stabilizing the 

foundation the building: 

● Level-1: 5,400 SF (60’x90’) 

● Level-2: 5,400 SF (60’x90’) 

● Level-3: 690 SF (30’x23’) 

● Total: 11,490 SF 

 

● $1,600,000.00 to stabilize the foundation, restoration of brick, addition of new brick, and frame.  

Based on the the aforementioned variables, we have put together 5 proformas together which encompass the following: 

● 1st-floor Retail and 2nd-3rd-floor Office 

● 1st-floor Retail and 2nd-3rd-floor Residential 

● 1st 2nd 3rd floor Office 

● 1st 2nd 3rd floor Residential 

● Breakeven Proforma to reflect what it would take to break even in restoring this building and operate the best 

performing combination from the aforementioned proformas, which is 1st-floor Retail and 2nd-3rd-floor Office 

 

In every scenario there is a negative return on capital and there are two contributing factors 1) The $1,600,000.00 

stabilization and restoration cost is simply too much to make any proforma work 2) The breakeven proforma proves that in 

our best case scenario of office and retail with a $529,000.00 stabilization and restoration budget (approximately ⅓ of 

HGC’s estimate), the project would create 0.00% return on capital.   

 

In addition, the Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credit program was considered along with the National Park Service (NPS) 

federal Tax Incentives for Preserving Historic Properties.  An evaluation of the Appendix-D, Self-Scoring Summary was 

completed for this rehabilitation and it is our belief that this project will not tabulate with the scoring criteria to be 

completive for the Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credits.   While the state program does not apply, a consideration that 

the NPS federal credits could potential be awarded. This 20% federal tax credit has been shown within the enclosed 

Breakeven Proforma illustrating that even with the award credits the rehabilitation/stabilization is not successful financially. 

 

Another big factor to consider here is that looking at the square footage and layout of each floor, there is simply not a 

good configuration or density of square footage that would support this project even if it was in pristine condition.   

 

The only conclusion that can be made is that the condition of this building creates an economic burden for any use at this 

location. 

 

Conclusion 

In determining the appropriateness of demolition on a contributing structure in an historic district, the Cincinnati 
Zoning Code section 1435-05-04(b) specifies that the “economic hardship” described in that section shall be 
evaluated against the standards provided in CZC Sec. 1435-09-02(aa)-(ff).  Applicant has provided the additional 
exhibit - 7f_Proforma Breakeven Proforma WITH Federal Tax Credits (pro forma) and provides the following 
responses: 
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CZC Sec. 1435-05-04 
(b) Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a deprivation of all economically viable use 
of the property as viewed in its entirety. In making such determination, the Historic Conservation 
Board may consider the factors set forth in Section 1435-09-2(aa)—(ff) below. 

 
CZC Sec. 1435-09-02(aa)-(ff) 
In evaluating the above factors for economic hardship, the Historic Conservation Board may consider any 
or all of the following: 
 
APPLICANT COMMENT:  
The Board should evaluate the following factors, and consider any or all of them in evaluating the appropriateness of 
demolition, i.e., no single standard is determinative of appropriateness of demolition.   
 
(aa) A property's current level of economic return; 

APPLICANT COMMENT:  
This property for many years never commanded strong tenants.  It is only after the stadium coming 
to the market has there been interest.  This property is owned by Downtown Property Management, 
and of the 11,500 square feet, they only operate within 2,500 square feet of the structure.  The 2,500 
s.f. of space currently beyond used is located in half of the second floor.   
 
The first floor, the other half of the second floor, the third floor have not been suitable for any tenants 
and the cost of refurbishment was too great.  So in the end, the owner decided to maintain the 
building as is and occupy what little they could.  They do not pay themselves rent and merely pay 
the property tax and general maintenance. Therefore, the actual building is not, and has not recently 
been, a fiscally cash flow-producing property for the current owner.  As a result, the property 
operates at a loss.   
 
Upon further analysis as described in the proceeding standards (bb) through (ff), the cost of 
rehabbing the building would not generate an income that would support the investment.  This is why 
the ownership decided to collaborate with Moment Development, in an effort to fully restore two out 
of the three contributing buildings and do a by right development that celebrates OTR, the City of 
Cincinnati, and their family legacy.     

 
(bb) Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the previous two 
years, including testimony and relevant documents; 

APPLICANT COMMENT:   
Please refer to the enclosed exhibit- 7i_Property Comp Analysis.  

 
(cc) The feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could earn a reasonable economic return; 

APPLICANT COMMENT: 
Please see the attached pro forma which explores the possibility of rehabilitating this property for 
retail-office use. This pro forma considers office and retail.  As between residential uses and 
office/retail, the office-retail would have a higher likelihood of creating an economic 
return.  Additionally, the pro forma includes federal tax credits.  In other words, this scenario sets 
forth a best-case-scenario for possibilities that would maximize the potential for economic return 
from the property, but it still falls short.   
As shown in the pro forma, the property would operate at a loss.  This is with the following facts and 
assumptions: 

∙         Retail and Office is proposed, as it is a best-case scenario for this site in terms of 

possibility of an economic return.  The consideration is for Class A office space, and it’s for 
the downtown market for a fully-rehabbed office space indicative of being across from the 
new stadium and part of a great redevelopment around it, that would maximize its 
marketability.  
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∙         The building is 11,500 s.f. 

∙         Please note the $20/s.f. annual rent that is what is to be expected within this market for 

the uses proposed.  

∙         TI is at $65 per square foot.  This is the Tenant Allowance given to the tenant for fitting 

out their use in the property. This is a market average based on us delivering a vanilla shell 
with bathrooms and utilities. It’s a common practice for office and retail tenants in class A 
buildings to offer these types of TI allowances. This is always negotiable based on rents, but 
based on $20/sf in rent, $60/SF in TI is customary to bring in the right tenants with the kind of 
credit needed for financing.  

∙         The $750,000 in land cost is based on $65 per square foot for the building. This is well 

below the average of what buildings in the market are selling for and have recently sold for. 
Obviously this is based on condition, location, and tenancy. However the combination 
between its location, across from the stadium combined with the comps in the market 
conservatively support the $750,000 land price. If anything, that is a conservative number. 
You will find in the attached Comp Analysis Cover Spreadsheet and its backup files which 
reflect that the conservative valuation only aids the proforma when the market dictates that 
this building should sell at over $1m dollars at over $95/SF.  

∙         The $529,000 for site work is the structural cost of stabilizing and shoring up the 

building to justify the addition of long-term improvements.  While the current owner is able to 
operate minimally within a percentage of the building, at a loss, the basic maintenance of the 
building as-is is not adequate for long-term upgrades to office and retail use.  

∙         Keep in mind that these numbers are also conservative in that a retail and office lease, 

unlike residential, would be a triple net deal. This means that all of the maintenance falls on 
the tenant. Even with a nominal $2,300-2,415 maintenance cost falling on owner and tenants 
covering the bulk of ongoing maintenance responsibilities, the owner still falls short on 
economic feasibility of the structure.   

∙         Witnesses appearing on behalf of the Applicant and current owner will be available to 

elaborate upon, and answer questions regarding the entirety of the details provided in the 
proforma.   
 

(dd) Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate neglect or inadequate 
maintenance of the property; 
APPLICANT COMMENT: 
Please refer to the enclosed exhibit-7h_1416 Property Owner Letter from Brahma Ramineni with 
Downtown Property Management, Inc.  
 

(ee) Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at time of acquisition; and/or 
APPLICANT COMMENT: 
Not applicable.  The structure at issue does not meet the definition of an, “Historic Landmark” as 
defined by CZC Sec. 1435-01-H2 and therefore, this standard does not apply. Rather, the structure 
is a contributing structure in an “Historic District” as defined by CZC Sec. 1435-01-H1.  Nonetheless, 
Applicant will attempt to respond to this standard regarding its knowledge of the status of the 
structure within the district.  Applicant is aware of the structure’s status and through exhaustive 
evaluation, has determined that two of the three contributing structures it owns in conjunction with 
the proposed hotel project, retain economic viability.  The structure at issue here, does not.  Despite 
knowledge of the historic district status of these properties, Applicant is seeking the demolition 
approval for this single structure in an attempt to otherwise preserve the economically viable 
structures as part of a larger project.    
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(ff) Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal, state, city, or private 
programs. 

APPLICANT COMMENT: 
As noted above in (cc), Applicant has provided best-case scenario with respect to economic 
incentives, where Applicant shows that even with the federal tax incentives, the proposed structure 
does not achieve the financial viability necessary to create an economically feasible project. The 
Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credit program was considered along with the National Park Service 
(NPS) federal Tax Incentives for Preserving Historic Properties.  An evaluation of the Appendix-D, Self-
Scoring Summary was completed for this rehabilitation and it is our belief that this project will not tabulate 
with the scoring criteria to be competitive for the Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credits.   While the state 
program does not apply, a consideration that the NPS federal credits could potentially be awarded. This 
20% federal tax credit has been shown within the enclosed Breakeven Proforma illustrating that even with 

the award credits the rehabilitation/stabilization is not successful financially.  Witnesses will be present 
at the hearing to testify in greater detail, if needed, as to the non-viability of the state tax credits 
discussed.  
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APPLICATION FOR  
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 
       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #: COA2021030/ZH20210086 
APPLICANT:  Luminaut   
OWNER:  Parkway Towers Association 
ADDRESS:  1416-1418 Central Parkway 
PARCELS:  008100020598 
ZONING:  CC-A 
OVERLAYS:   Over-the-Rhine Historic District 
COMMUNITY: Over-the-Rhine 
REPORT DATE: June 23, 2021 
 
Nature of Request: 
The Applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to demolish the 
contributing structure located at 1416 Central Parkway and the non-contributing addition 
at 1430 Central Parkway. If the demolition is approved the applicant is requesting a COA 
for new construction for a building at 1416 Central Parkway that will incorporate an 
existing historic buildings at 1420 and 1430 Central Parkway. The request is also for a 
Conditional Use for Outdoor entertainment at an outdoor patio associated with an eating 
and drinking establishment. All the proposed buildings, both new construction and 
rehabilitation will be connected into one complex.  
 
Zoning Relief Requested:  

1. 1419-21(c): Size of the outdoor area. The proposed outdoor area associated with 

an eating and drinking establishment is 50% larger than the permitted indoor area 

and is within 500 feet of a residential district. This requires a Conditional Use.  

2. 1419-21(e): Outdoor entertainment. The proposed outdoor area will have outdoor 

entertainment and is within 500 feet of a residential district. This requires a 

Conditional Use Approval.  

 
 
MATERIALS SUBMITTED AND USED IN THE FOLLOWING REVIEW FOR 

DEMOLITION:  
 
Materials Presented by Applicant- Attachment A 

1. Adjudication Letter 
2. COA Application 
3. Zoning Relief Application 
4. Narrative on Demolition and New Construction 
5. HCA Property Report 
6. Demolition Drawings  
7. Proforma Summary and Proformas 

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
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8. Current Operating Financial Report and Property Owner Letter 
9. Property Comparables 
10. Structural Report 
11. HCG Stabilization Estimate.  

 
Materials Presented by Staff for Demolition – Attachment B 

1. Ordinances Establishing OTR Local Historic District South and then Combined 
2. Pages from 2014 National Register Nomination concerning properties 1416-1430 

Central Parkway 
3. Assessing Economic Hardship Article - By Julia Miller 
4. Economic Analysis from Department of Community and Economic Development 

(DCED) 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1: Map of 1416-1424 Elm Street. Cagis Maps. The site is outlined in blue.  

 
 
Existing Conditions: 
The project location is the east side of Central Parkway within the Over-the-Rhine 
Historic District.  The site is a combination of contributing buildings, non-contributing 
buildings and parking lot.  
 
In 1993 when the district was established, 1424 Central Parkway and the addition to 
1430 Central Parkway were included on the non-contributing list, however when the 
district was combined in 2003 the non-contributing list that was used was the same non-
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contributing list from the National Register Historic District. However, the local historic 
district boundaries included areas along the edge that were not included within the 
National Register listing, therefore a contributing nature of these buildings was not 
considered within the local district guidelines non-contributing list. In 2014 the area 
which this property is in was included in an amendment to the original National Register 
Historic District and a determination on the contributing/non-contributing nature of the 
buildings on the block of 1400 Central Parkway was established. The building at 1424 
Central Parkway was determined to be a non-contributing building, all other buildings on 
the lot were found to be contributing. As the one-story portion on 1430 Central Parkway 
was an addition the entire building as a whole is considered contributing, but the one-
story portion is a non-contributing addition. Attached are pages from the 2014 National 
Register Nomination that detail the properties 1416-1430 Central Parkway.  
 

 
Figure 2: 2014 OTR National Register Historic District Amendment. 

Proposed Conditions: 

The work proposed is the following for each address: 
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1. 1416 Central Parkway- Contributing Building- demolition due to Economic 

Hardship. Infill Development of a 3-story building at the street line with a setback 
4th story. The building will be mostly brick with arched openings on the first floor 
and larger grouped windows on the second and third with strong vertical pilasters 
dividing the building into bays.  

 
Figure 3: 1416 Central Parkway. Google Street views 

  
2. 1420 Central Parkway- Rehabilitation including addition/façade changes with a 

4th floor access hallway. The garage door will be removed for recessed entrance 
in the large first floor opening.  

 
Figure 4: 1420 Central Parkway. Google Street views 
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3. 1424 Central Parkway Demolition (previously approved under COA2021015) and 
Infill.  

4. 1430 Central Parkway- addition- Demolition of a Non-contributing addition and 
Infill.  
The infill at 1424 and 1430 Central Parkway that will take the place of the 2 one 
story structures. It will be one structure that will maintain 2 distinct façade 
treatments. It will be a 3-story building set at the street with a 4th story set back. 
The first floor will have a storefront and either punched openings or grouped 
openings at the above floors. There will be a skyway connection set back from 
the façade that will connect the building to 1420 Central Parkway over the alley 
at the second, third and 4th levels.  

5. 1430 Central Parkway- Rehabilitation (previously approved under permit 
#2020P10759), addition of a roof deck and roof access at the southeast corner of 
the roof. The roof deck will only have an addition for access and then a glass 
railing setback from the edge of the roof.  

 

 

                  Figure 5: 1424-1430 Central Parkway. Google Street views 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 005



6 
 

6. 216-222 Magnolia Street- currently parking lot, proposed Infill. The proposal is for 
a 3-story building at the street face with a 4th floor set back on the rear half of the 
building. This portion of building will be set back from the property line but will 
have a knee wall and planters at the street line. This building will be faced with 
brick with individual bunched openings over the façade with a distinctive first 
floor. 
 

 
    Figure 6: Magnolia Street. Google Street views 

 

 
COA FOR DEMOLITION for 1416 Central Parkway: 
 
Historic Districts: Legislation and Purpose  
The City of Cincinnati has a long history of Historic Preservation and supporting protection 
of historic resources in both individual landmarks and historic districts. Legislation for 
“districts” was first established in 1964 with the establishment of “protection” areas (later 
referred to as Historic Districts).  With authority granted to an Architectural Review Board 
(updated to the Historic Conservation Board in 1980), standards were created for the 
board to make determination of the compatibility of new construction, alteration to existing 
buildings and partial or total demolitions. Cincinnati became an early adopter of legislation 
to protect its historic resources preceding the Federal Historic Preservation Act by two 
years.  Today, 26 local districts have been established.  
 
The support and desire for Historic Districts has been supported in Master Plans and the 
Zoning Code.  Within the “Cincinnati 2000 Plan,” published in 1982, it states:  

• “Cincinnati is a proud city, rich in history, its tradition, in the quality of life. Its 
splendid heritage must be preserved; nothing in its future development must 
be permitted to diminish its high standards.”  
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Further the plan goes on to say,  

• “Downtown Cincinnati’s cultural heritage and its historic character form a 
valuable legacy contributing to the richness of the City’s personality…To 
conserve these assets as a functional part of downtown, a preservation 
program is an integral part of Cincinnati Plan.”  

 
In “Plan Cincinnati”, the current Master Plan, the city supports and encourages historic 
preservation; 

• “As housing demand increases in the oldest neighborhoods, the City’s 
broad and reputable historic building stock should be preserved…”  

 
Historic Conservation is seen as a basic building block to Cincinnati’s future with policy 
principles including:  

• “Preserve our resources and facilitate sustainable development.” 

• “Cincinnati is known for our historic built character and spectacular natural 
beauty. The City will focus on preserving and protecting our unique assets 
and reverse the modern trend of ‘disposable’ development.”  

  
Within the Zoning Code, Cincinnati made a commitment to historic conservation and 
preservation through its goals and policies. Three specific purposes of historic 
preservation, according to the current Zoning Code Section 1435-03 include:  

• “to safeguard the heritage of the city by preserving districts and landmarks 
which reflect elements of its history, architecture and archeology, 
engineering or culture,”  

• “to conserve the valuable material and energy resources by ongoing use 
and maintenance of the existing built environment,” 

• “to maintain the historic urban fabric of the city.”  
 

With these stated purposes and intentions, as well as Cincinnati’s demonstrated 
commitment to its historic building stock, demolition and disposing of buildings in areas 
that the City has designated historic should only be considered when every option to 
reuse a building has been explored and exhausted.    
 
Over-the-Rhine Historic District – Establishment  
The district is a collection of mid to late 19th century to early 20th century residential, 
commercial, industrial, institutional and mixed-use buildings. On September 20, 1993, the 
Historic Conservation Board voted to recommend the establishment of the Over-the-
Rhine (South) Historic District and its related guidelines. On November 17, 1993 City 
Council unanimously approved the establishment of the Over-the-Rhine Historic District.  
In its approval, City Council cited that it considered the establishment to be in the “best 
interest of the city and the general public” (Attachment B).  
 
At the time of the establishment of the Over-the-Rhine Historic District, the governing 
ordinance was Municipal Code Chapter 741. In this code, the purpose of a district and its 
associated guidelines were that they shall: 
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“promote the conservation, development and use of structures, sites and 
districts…and shall promote the special historic, architectural, community or 
aesthetic interest or value (of the districts.)”  

 
In 2003, Over-the-Rhine South and the Over-the-Rhine North, which was established in 
2001, were combined into one historic district, the Over-the-Rhine Historic District. This 
was adopted by City Council on June 18, 2003. The current guidelines were also adopted 
at this time.  
 
The (Local) Over-the-Rhine Historic District is also part of the Over-the-Rhine National 
Register Historic District that was established prior to the local designation on December 
29, 1982, and amended May 6, 2014.  
 
Over-the-Rhine Historic District – Significance  
The Over-the-Rhine Historic District is historically significant to the City of Cincinnati as a 
whole. Over-the-Rhine encompasses over 360 acres just north of the central business 
district. It was at one time home to over 45,000 people in a densely built mixed-use 
neighborhood. A major feature of the neighborhood is its cohesive character of dense 
compact middle and late nineteenth century buildings. The era of significance of the 
district as defined by the National Register Nomination was originally 1840-1928 and then 
was expanded to 1941. In the 1993 local Over-the-Rhine South designation report the 
era of significance is dated from 1850s to early 20th century.  
 
Over-the-Rhine Historic District – Site’s Contribution to the District  
Over-the-Rhine Historic District is a collection of buildings with varying degrees of 
architectural ornateness and styles. What make a district significant is not its individual 
buildings, but the collection of buildings as a whole - a cohesive collection.   
 
In the Historic Conservation Guidelines for the Over-the-Rhine Avenue Historic District 
there is a list of non-contributing buildings. While 1416 Central Parkway was not part of 
the list of non-contributing buildings, the building has had significant and irreversible 
changes done to the building altering the exterior from an industrial/warehousing 
vernacular to one with Spanish revival detailing. These changes include stuccoing the 
brick façade, reducing window sizes, removing window openings, and adding stepped 
parapet detailing. According to the National Register nomination, the building was built 
around 1900. A fire insurance map shows the building in 1887 without the 3rd story portion. 
It has been stated that the building was built in 1854, but as of the writing of this document 
staff did not identify any documentation for this date.  
 
While there have been significant changes to the building, the National Register 
Nomination states the following- “Although many of the openings on the building have 
been altered, the historic character and massing of the building have been preserved. 
The historic windows have been replaced throughout most of the building, but the historic 
opening sizes and locations have been maintained on the primary (west)elevation.” 
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Figure 7: 1921 Picture of the 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

 

 
Figure 8: 1921 Picture of the south façade of 1416 Central Parkway 
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Figure 9: 1904 Sanborn Map  
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Figure 10: 1891 Fire Insurance map 

 
.  

DEMOLITION REQUEST ANALYSIS for 1416 Central Parkway 

Over-the-Rhine Demolition Guidelines: 
Below are the Demolition Guidelines, as outlined in the Conservation Guidelines, with 
Staff analysis.   
 
Demolition of existing buildings shall not be permitted unless one of the following 
conditions exists:  
 

1) Demolition has been ordered by the Director of Buildings & Inspections for 
the public safety because of an unsafe or dangerous condition which 
constitutes an emergency.  
The City has at no time ordered emergency demolition for the building.  
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2) The Owner can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Historic Conservation 

Board that the structure cannot be reused nor can a reasonable economic 
return be gained from the use of all or part of the building proposed for 
demolition.  
 
To answer this question staff refers to the series of questions asked in Zoning 
Code Section 1435-09-2(b) Certificate of Appropriateness; Standards of Review 
which establishes factors the Historic Conservation Board shall consider in 
determining if a property owner has demonstrated an economic hardship by 
credible evidence.  These factors are: 

 
(i) Will all economically viable use of the property be deprived without 

approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness?  
 
The Applicant argues that there is no economically viable use that can be made in 
the existing building. They provided 5 different scenarios for proformas for the 
building. In all cases their proformas showed that the base stabilization and 
restoration cost of $1.6 million is too much of a factor for any of the options to be 
economically viable.  
 
Each of the four potential use configurations produces a negative cash on cash 
return on investment and the 5th proforma, which is a break even proforma only, 
allows for a stabilization budget of about 1/3 the cost of the provided estimate.  The 
provided proforma analysis incorporates being awarded Historic Tax Credits from 
the Federal Government into the analysis.  

 
DCED conducted an independent analysis of the possible economic returns for the 
proposed development at 1416 Central Parkway. They concluded that the project 
would not be financially feasible should the COA be denied. Four scenarios were 
analyzed in their analysis, included in Attachment B. In all four scenarios the 
project’s Net Operating Income is too low to attract the debt needed for the project 
to be financially feasible. The analysis notes,  

“Given the deteriorated condition of 1416 Central Parkway, any re-use will 
require substantial stabilization. The applicant supports this claim with a report 
submitted by a structural engineer and an estimate for stabilization costs from 
a reliable contractor, which exceeds $1.6 million. The cost to stabilize and 
rehabilitate this building in compliance with the historic conservation guidelines 
will exceed the potential value created by the project. The property owners, if 
denied the demolition permit and Certificate of Appropriateness, cannot 
successfully attract the necessary financing to complete the project.  
 
Although the above analysis projects the property owner can meet its debt 
obligations, lenders generally would not finance a project that is worth less 
than what it costs to build. The above analysis also illustrates that none of the 
proposed use scenarios yield industry required equity returns (Cash on Cash), 
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which in all four cases too low to attract the necessary private capital to 
proceed with the project.” 

 
The DCED analysis concludes that the denial of the requested COA would deprive 
the property of its economic use, would result in sustained vacancy and blight, and 
decrease the overall wellbeing of the neighborhood and by extension the City.  
 

(ii) Will the reasonable investment-backed expectations of the property Owner 
be maintained without approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness; and  
Julia Miller, former Editor-in-Chief of the Preservation Law Reporter and a leading 
authority in the matter of historic preservation law, wrote an article “Assessing 
Economic Hardship Claims under Historic Preservation Ordinances,” published by 
both National Trust for Historic Preservation and the National Alliance for 
Preservation Commissions. This article has outlined a process, series of questions 
and necessary evidence in analyzing economic hardship claims and this process 
has become a standard best practice. In the article, Miller states:  
  

“The Supreme Court has also said that the Applicant's "reasonable 
investment-backed expectations" should be taken into consideration. 
Although the meaning of this phrase has not been delineated with 
precision, it is clear that "reasonable" expectations do not include those 
that are contrary to law. Thus, an Applicant's expectation of demolishing a 
historic property subject to a preservation ordinance at the time of 
purchase may not be considered "reasonable." (Attachment B) 

 
As stated in the excerpt above from “Assessing Economic Hardship Claims under 
Historic Preservation Ordinances,” buying a building subject to a historic 
preservation ordinance and demolition review and expecting to be able to demolish 
it is not a reasonable investment backed expectation. The applicants have the 
property under contract and the application is a due diligence for the purchase of 
the property.  

 
The current owner acquired the property in July of 1997. The exterior of the building 
at that time was in a similar state as it is currently. It is unknown when the stucco 
and Spanish revival detailing was added to the building prior to the purchase in 
1997.  
 
The applicant is seeking demolition after reviewing multiple potential means of 
redevelopment, including analysis of redevelopment for 4 different permitted uses, 
and reaching the conclusion that redevelopment is not economically viable. The 
analysis completed by DCED also concludes that redevelopment is not financially 
feasible.  
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(iii)Whether the economic hardship was created or exacerbated by the 
property owner.  
 
As previously noted, the existing owner purchased the property in 1997. The owner 
prior to the current owner was a construction company that purchased the property 
in 1978. In reviewing building permits record for this property, there were not any 
permits submitted for substantial upgrades to the property, however there were 
also no property and maintenance code citations or violations issued for the 
property.  
 
The economic hardship was not created or exacerbated by the applicant. The 
current owners have owned the building since 1997 and have submitted a letter 
stating that the building is in the same basic condition in which they received it. 
Since they purchased the building, they have only been able to occupy a portion 
of the building and state that they have been operating at a loss since they have 
owned it. The current owners have provided a Profit and Loss proforma to support 
their statement. The stucco exterior was on the building when the current owner 
bought the property. It is unknown the condition of the structural issues of the 
building when the property was purchased in 1997.  
 

In evaluating the above factors for economic hardship, the Historic Conservation 
Board may consider any or all of the following:  

 
(iii)(aa) A property's current level of economic return; 
The property is currently occupied with an office and storage uses. Per the 

applicant, the entire building is not able to be utilized at this time due to the 

condition of the building. Only 2,500 sf of 11,500 sf is currently is use.   The 

property has historically been used as an industrial, warehousing, and 

manufacturing uses.  

Per the applicant regarding the current level of economic return 

“The first floor, the other half of the second floor, the third floor have not been 

suitable for any tenants and the cost of refurbishment was too great. So in the 

end, the owner decided to maintain the building as is and occupy what little they 

could. They do not pay themselves rent and merely pay the property tax and 

general maintenance. Therefore, the actual building is not, and has not recently 

been, a fiscally cash flow-producing property for the current owner. As a result, 

the property operates at a loss.” 
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(iii)(bb) Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers 
received, if any, within the previous two years, including testimony 
and relevant documents;  

No real estate broker or firm has been engaged to sell the property; the 
acquisition price in the applicant provided proformas is noted as $750,000.  
 
The applicant provided a comparable property valuation to the subject 
property.   
 
 

(iii)(cc) The feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could 
earn a reasonable economic return;  
The applicant provided proforma cost analysis of redevelopment of the 
property for 4 different permitted uses and well as a 5th proforma for a break-
even scenario. None of the potential uses/configuration of uses produces a 
reasonable economic return. A more detailed explanation of the scenarios 
and proposed market and economic assumptions are in the provided 
documentation from the applicant in Attachment A.  
 
As previously discussed, DCED reviewed the application materials and 
analyzed four scenarios in which the applicant renovates the historic property. 
Their analysis concludes that the project would not be financially feasible if 
the COA for demolition is denied. DCED analysis is in Attachment B.  
 
 

(iii)(dd) Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate 
neglect or inadequate maintenance of the property;  

 The current owner bought the property in 1997. There is no evidence of self-
created hardship through deliberate neglect or inadequate maintenance by 
the current owner as there have been no property maintenance or code 
enforcement citations or violations of the property.  

 
(iii)(ee) Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at 

time of acquisition; and/or  
 The applicants were aware of the contributing nature of the building prior to 

submission of the application and through previous discussions with staff 
regarding the development of this site.  

 
 The current owner purchased the property in 1997 and the OTR South 

Historic District was established at that time. The applicants haven’t provided 
documentation regarding if the current owner was aware of the designated 
status at their time of purchase.  
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(iii)(ff)  Economic incentives and/or funding available to the 
Applicant through federal, state, city, or private programs. 

 
The applicants used federal historic tax credits in their proforma analysis, and 
even with the tax credits the potential uses evaluated did not produce a 
reasonable economic rate of return. State Historic Preservation Tax Credits 
are competitive and are not a guaranteed incentive.  
 
DCED also ran their assumptions and analysis with using the Federal Historic 
Tax Credit and found that it made a nominal difference and did not bring the 
project into an economically feasible condition. Below is from an email from 
DCED staff on the Historic Tax Credit Analysis. Their Tax Credit Analysis is 
with Attachment B.  
 
“…with the Federal Income tax rate being so low, we are seeing syndication 
prices lower than $0.80/credit in projects – and we’ve heard from many 
developers that any Federal Tax Credit award less than $1m is very difficult to 
syndicate. All that said, attached is an updated estimate with the Federal 
HTCs assumed. A federal HTC award will ultimately reduce the necessary 
developer equity required and will drive up the Cash on Cash return. 
However, in this particular scenario the HTCs do not bring enough value to 
the project to drive the Cash-on-Cash return into a reasonable range. As you 
can see in the attached, the CoC returns still only range from 1.5% to 2.7%.” 

 

3) The owner is a non-profit corporation or organization and can demonstrate 
to the satisfaction of the Historic Conservation Board that the denial of the 
application to demolish would also deny the owner the use of the property in a 
manner compatible with its organizational purposes and would amount to a 
taking of the owners property without just compensation. 
 
The current owner is a private owner and is not a non-profit entity.  
 
4) The demolition request is for an inappropriate addition or a non-significant 
portion of a building and the demolition will not adversely affect those parts of 
the building which are significant as determined by the HCB 

 
The demolition is for the entire building not an addition or portion of the building.  
 
5) The demolition request is for a non-contributing building and the demolition 
will not adversely affect the character of the district.  
 
The building is not listed as a non-contributing building within the Over-the-Rhine 
Historic District Guidelines. It is noted however that the building has had significant 
irreversible, unsympathetic and inappropriate façade changes to the building that 
have negatively affected the architectural integrity of the building.  
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Staff Summary and Conclusions:  
It is staff’s analysis of the documentation that has been provided by the Applicant that 
the Applicant has provided credible evidence that the building cannot be reused nor can 
a reasonable economic return be gained from the use of all or part of the building. Staff 
bases their analysis on the following points of evidence: 
 

1. The applicant provided proforma analysis for 4 different potential permitted uses 
within the building, none of which produce a reasonable rate of return even when 
including potential awards of tax credits in the analysis.  

2. The applicant did not deliberately neglect maintenance of the property and has 
not created or exacerbated the economic hardship. 

3. DCED has conducted an independent analysis of the applicant’s materials and 
potential redevelopment of the building. They concluded that the project would 
not be financially feasible should the COA be denied. 

4. The use of Federal Historic Tax Credits would not make the property 
economically viable.  

 

 
 
COA- DEMOLITION REQUEST REVIEW for 1430 Central Parkway- addition 

Over-the-Rhine Demolition Guidelines: 
Below are the Demolition Guidelines, as outlined in the Conservation Guidelines, with 
Staff analysis.   
 
Demolition of existing buildings shall not be permitted unless one of the following 
conditions exists:  
 

1) Demolition has been ordered by the Director of Buildings & Inspections for 
the public safety because of an unsafe or dangerous condition which 
constitutes an emergency.  
 
The City has at no time ordered emergency demolition for the building.  
 

2) The Owner can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Historic Conservation 
Board that the structure cannot be reused nor can a reasonable economic 
return be gained from the use of all or part of the building proposed for 
demolition.  
 
The applicant has not provided economic hardship claim for this building.  

 
3) The owner is a non-profit corporation or organization and can demonstrate 

to the satisfaction of the Historic Conservation Board that the denial of the 
application to demolish would also deny the owner the use of the property 
in a manner compatible with its organizational purposes and would amount 
to a taking of the owners property without just compensation. 
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The current owner is a private owner and is not a non-profit entity.  

 
4) The demolition request is for an inappropriate addition, or a non-significant 

portion of a building and the demolition will not adversely affect those parts 
of the building which are significant as determined by the HCB 

 
The demolition is for a non-contributing addition for the property. While the 2003 
guidelines that combined the Northern and the Southern OTR Historic Districts 
does not list the addition as a non-contributing addition, the 1993 OTR South 
Historic District did list the addition as a non-contributing addition.   
 

 

 
 
ZONING and COA REVIEW for New Construction at 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

 
Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District: Section 1409   CC-A  
Variance Request: Section 1419   Outdoor Eating and Drinking  
Variance Authority:  Section 1445 
HCB authority: Section 1435-05-4  
Overlays:  Section 1435   Historic Preservation 
Historic District/Reg: Over-the-Rhine District 
COA Standard: Section 1435-09-2  COA; Standard of Review 
 
ZONING REVIEW: 
 
The proposed uses of a hotel and eating and drinking establishment is permitted in the 
CC-A. The property is also exempt from parking requirements per the Urban Parking 
Overlay Zone. The only zoning relief required is for the size of the outdoor area associated 
with eating and drinking establishments and outdoor entertainment associated with eating 
and drinking establishments.  
 

Standards for Conditional Uses per Section 1435-05-4 

(a)  Is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation so as not to 
adversely affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the Historic District 
of Historic Asset; or 

The outdoor area provides additional area for the business to use within both 
the first-floor courtyard and at the rooftop deck. Both of the proposed outdoor 
areas do not adversely affect the historic building as the courtyard is outside of 
the historic building and the rooftop deck is built on top of the existing roof and 
doesn’t cut in or destroy historic materials. The railing is set back from edge of 
the roof and is proposed to be glass as to not be highly visible from the right of 
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way. The combined area of the roof deck and courtyard are approximately 
2600sf and the combined area of the 2 floors of the interior area of 1430 Central 
Parkway and the first floor of the new construction is approximately 4630 sf. 50 
% of the interior area would be 2315sf. The requested outdoor area is 56% of 
the interior area accessible to the public.  

The outdoor entertainment does not adversely affect the historic building.  

 (b)  Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a deprivation of all 
economically viable uses of the property as viewed in its entirety.  In making such a 
determination, the Historic Conservation Board may consider the factors set forth in 
Section 1435-09-2 (aa) to (ff). 

A denial of the conditional uses would not result in the deprivation of all 
economically viable use, but it is providing more space and atmosphere for the 
eating and drinking establishment.  

 
General Standards; Public Interest 

Below is analysis of the consideration factors for all of the requested zoning actions, 
utilizing Section 1445-13, General Standards; Public Interest. 
 
a. Zoning.  The proposed work conforms to the underlying zone district regulations 

and is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Cincinnati Zoning 
Code.   

The underlying zoning is CC-A. The use of the property conforms to the 
underling zoning except for the Conditional Uses requested.  

 

b. Guidelines.  The proposed work conforms to any guidelines adopted or approved 
by Council for the district in which the proposed work is located.   

The project is within Over-the-Rhine Historic District. The requested work for new 
construction does conform to the Historic District Guidelines.  

 

c. Plans. The proposed work conforms to a comprehensive plan, any applicable 
urban design or other plan officially adopted by Council, and any applicable 
community plan approved by the City Planning Commission. 

The proposed work conforms to the Over the Rhine 2002 Comprehensive Plan 
as it is within a Residential/Mixed Use Land Use area and is within the CC-A 
Zoning District which allows for Residential/Mixed Use and Commercial uses. 
 

 
d. Traffic.  Streets or other means of access to the proposed development are 

suitable and adequate to carry anticipated traffic and will not overload the adjacent 
streets and the internal circulation system is properly designed.   

Parking is not a required for developments within the Urban Parking Overlay 
Zone.  
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e. Buffering.  Appropriate buffering is provided to protect adjacent uses or properties 
from light, noise and visual impacts.   

No buffering is required by zoning as the adjacent parcels are in the same zoning 
district as the subject parcel.  

The outdoor area at the ground floor courtyard area is buffered from neighboring 
properties by 2 to 4 story tall buildings.  

The outdoor area at the rooftop of the property is physically buffered from 
adjacent properties by the new construction which is taller than the roof deck.  

The closest residential zoning district, which is 150 feet away, is also buffered 
from the outdoor area and outdoor entertainment with other buildings which are 
all taller than the rooftop area.  

f. Landscaping.  Landscaping meets the requirements of Chapter 1423, 
Landscaping and Buffer Yards.   

There is no landscaping, or buffer yards required as the adjacent properties are 
within the same zoning district.  

 

g. Hours of Operation.  Operating hours of the venue are compatible with adjacent 
land uses and illustrated below.  They are compliant with Sec. 1419-21(g):  

The hours of operation will comply with 1419-21. As the property is more than 
100 feet from a residential zoning district it does not require any approval of 
operating hours and is permitted to be open till 2 am.  

 

h. Neighborhood Compatibility.  The proposed work is compatible with the 
predominant or prevailing land use, building and structure patterns of the 
neighborhood surrounding the proposed development and will not have a material 
net cumulative adverse impact on the neighborhood.   

The proposed outdoor eating and drinking area for a previously permitted eating 
and drinking establishment is in keeping with an area that is zoned as a mixed-
use zoning district. Within the Over-the-Rhine Neighborhood and historic district, 
there are several outdoor areas associated with eating and drinking 
establishments.   

 
Central Parkway is a major roadway within the basin downtown area and the 
development fronting Central Parkway is mostly institutional and commercial.  

 
The adjacent properties to the east are residential uses.  
 

i. Proposed Zoning Amendments.  The proposed work is consistent with any 
proposed amendment to the zoning code then under consideration by the City 
Planning Commission or Council.  
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As of the submission of this staff report there is not an official application 
submitted or under review by the City Planning Department. A request has been 
made to a Councilmember’s, but it has not been referred to Council.  
 

j. Adverse Effects.  Any adverse effect on the access to the property by fire, police, 
or other public services; access to light and air from adjoining properties; traffic 
conditions; or the development, usefulness or value of neighboring land and 
buildings.   

There are no anticipated adverse effects to the extent of access to fire, police or 
other public services. As the proposal is for use of a courtyard that is 
surrounded by the new development and one is on an existing development, the 
conditional uses for the outdoor patios will not have adverse effects to adjacent 
properties.  

 

k. Blight.  The elimination or avoidance of blight.  
This property is not blighted.  

 

l. Economic Benefits.  The promotion of the Cincinnati economy.   
The proposed work will increase income gained from use of the outdoor spaces.  

  

m. Job Creation.  The creation of jobs both permanently and during construction.   
The proposed project will create temporary jobs during construction and will 
provide permanent jobs at extended outdoor spaces.  

 

n. Tax Valuation.  Any increase in the real property tax duplicate.   
None anticipated.  
 

 

o. Private Benefits.  The economic and other private benefits to the owner or 
applicant.   

The increased area for outdoor area will provide additional opportunities for 
income for the property.  
 

p.     Public Benefits. The public peace, health, safety or general welfare. 
The project will result in no identified adverse effects to the public peace, 
health, safety, or general welfare and will add to the vibrancy of the 
neighborhood.  
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REVIEW FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION  

Staff is supportive of the design and feels that the design substantially conforms to the 
Historic Conservation District Guidelines. The applicant has provided a narrative. Staff 
agrees with their narrative and has the additional comments/analysis below.  
 
 
NEW CONSTRUCTION  
The Over-the-Rhine Historic Conservation Design Guidelines give direction to both staff 
and an applicant on how to design and review proposed developments. When designing 
infill developments, context and existing surrounding buildings are the main guiding 
principles of reference. Typically, the context that we consider the most when looking at 
appropriate infill design is the block that the parcel is on and especially adjacent 
properties  
 
While the application and proposal is all one complex, the new construction has 4 
distinct sections: 

1. 15th Street Section 
2. 1424 Central Parkway Section 
3. 1416 Central Parkway Section 
4. Magnolia Section.  

 
Staff will detail each individually in our analysis to provide structure to the discussion.  
 
Staff comments on the Specific Guidelines for New Construction:  
 
 
A. Intent and General Guidelines  
1. New construction is allowed on vacant sites in Over-the-Rhine, because gaps due to 
demolition weaken the streetscape and the overall character of the district. New 
construction can improve both the physical quality and economic vitality of the 
neighborhood.  
If demolition is permitted at 1416 Central Parkway and at the addition to 1430 Central 
Parkway, the new construction would all be on vacant property and would be 
incorporating 2 historic buildings into the complex.  
 
2. New construction should be well-designed but should not replicate the existing 
buildings. The exceptional quality of the existing buildings in the district provides an 
outstanding framework for new construction.  
This infill development, while traditional in detailing, does not replicate the existing 
buildings and has a high level of design and detailing that is based on the fabric of the 
neighborhood.  
 
3. The Historic Conservation Board's review of new construction will focus on the design 
compatibility with the surrounding contributing structures. The appropriateness of design 
solutions will be based on balancing the programmatic needs of the applicant with how 
well the design relates to the neighboring buildings and to the intent of these guidelines. 

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 022



23 
 

New design proposals should pay particular attention to composition, materials, 
openings, rhythm, scale, proportion and height.  
Staff details the compatibility of the project with the guidelines and surrounding buildings 
below in the specific guidelines.  
 
4. The new construction guidelines for this district will be used to judge the compatibility 
of new work. The specific site and programmatic needs of each project will be taken into 
consideration.  
Staff details the compatibility of the project with the guidelines and surrounding buildings 
below in the specific guidelines  
 
 
B. Specific Guidelines  
1. Composition: New buildings should respond to the traditional subdivisions found on 
historic property: a base, a middle and a top. Most buildings in Over-the-Rhine are built 
of brick with the principal facade parallel to the street it faces. The most important 
features of buildings in Over-the-Rhine are the arrangement of openings on the principal 
facade and an overall vertical emphasis of the whole design. Each building provides its 
own variations, but collectively they share many basic features. 
 
Base: New buildings should have a well-defined base. Within the district most buildings 
have a base that is distinguishable from the rest of the building. This is accomplished 
through a change of materials, a change of scale, and/or a lintel or other type of 
horizontal banding. In larger buildings the original base may include more than the first 
floor. 
 
 

• 15th Street Section- The base is defined with a change in brick color and lintel. 
The base is designed with a storefront vocabulary with a garage door as the 
“storefront.”  

• 1424 Central Parkway Section- The base of this building is defined in 2 sections 
as the building is broken into two distinct bays. The northern bay has arches with 
corbelling detailing and the southern bay has a more traditional storefront design.  

• 1416 Central Parkway Section- The base is distinguished with the same arches 
from the northern bay at 1424 Central Parkway. These bays are evenly spaced 
and create a repetitive pattern on both the Central Parkway and Magnolia faces.  

• Magnolia Section- This building creates and transitions to a more residential 
vocabulary and while it has individual punched openings at the first floor the base 
is distinguished with a lintel and change in brick color. This element is on both 
the street and alley face.  

 
 
Middle: Details on new buildings should relate to the detailing of adjacent or nearby 
buildings. Buildings in the district often incorporate architectural details such as changes 
in plane or changes in materials on their upper floors. Decorative, horizontal bands 
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indicating the floor lines, sill heights or lintel heights should not overpower the vertical 
emphasis of the design.  
 

• 15th Street Section- The middle is defined with individual punched openings that 
help transition the building to a more residential language.  

• 1424 Central Parkway Section- The middle is defined on the northern bay with a 
single, paired, paired, single window format and strong vertical pilasters. The 
southern bay is defined with individual punched openings with simple sills and 
lintels.  

• 1416 Central Parkway Section- The middle is defined with pairing of a single 
window and triple window within each bay. Strong vertical pilasters break up the 
façade and create changes in plane and materials over the face.  

• Magnolia Section- The middle is defined with individual punched openings that 
help transition the building to a more residential language. The windows do have 
a projecting detail framing each window for a modern representation of a 
windowsill, lintel and frame. The rear is defined by horizontally and vertically 
aligned windows. The window detailing is simple with less articulation.  

 
Top: New construction must employ a strong element that terminates the uppermost 
part of the building. Distinctive elements in the architecture of Over-the-Rhine are 
elaborate projecting cornices, decorative parapets and the expressive use of materials.  
 

• 15th Street Section- The top is a simple slightly projecting cornice with corbeled 
brick detailing and a top molding that is traditional in design.   

• 1424 Central Parkway Section- The top of the street face is defined with a strong 
modern cornice. At the northern bay the columns turn into a frame that provides 
a projection from face of the building. At the southern bay a change in material 
and brick pattern creates a strong top. The entire building is connected with a top 
that is recessed from the face but with lighting and a projection that creates a 
distinctive cornice.  

o The fourth floor that is recessed from the façade does not have a top, but 
it is designed to take a backseat to the rest of the building and is meant to 
blend into the background and not have a strong architectural presence.  

• 1416 Central Parkway Section- The cornice on this section mirrors the cornice 
from the northern bay and has the same top cornice as the entire building at 
1424 Central Parkway as an element to tie the buildings together.   

• Magnolia Section- The top is a simple projecting cornice that is traditional in 
design.  On the alley side the simple cornice is still on top of the third level, and 
the 4th level is a change of material.  

 
 
2. Roofs: Roofs for new construction should be similar to roofs of adjacent and nearby 
buildings of similar size and use. In the district, buildings of three or more stories 
generally have low-pitched shed roofs that are not visible above the principal facade. 
Smaller buildings in the district typically have simple gable roofs on which the gables 
are perpendicular to the principal facade. Institutional buildings in Over-the-Rhine have 
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a variety of roof shapes, including dormers, multiple gables, hip roofs and towers. Roofs 
in this district have little or no overhang.  
 
The roof is a flat roof. While the fourth floor does provide a different form to the roof with 
having a multi-level roof, the overall appearance of the building from the right of way will 
be one of a flat roof.  
 
 
3. Window Openings: Window openings are extremely important in this district. The 
openings of new buildings should be related to the size and placement of openings 
found on historic structures of similar use in the district. In residential buildings, window 
openings are typically found individually rather than in pairs or grouped. The openings 
are taller and wider (typically in a proportion of 2:1), window sash are set back from the 
wall surface, and openings have some form of definition, such as lintels, sills or 
decorative surrounds. Window openings, which are typically aligned vertically, usually 
occupy between 20% and 50% of the principal facade. In commercial, industrial and 
institutional buildings, windows are often grouped within a single opening. These 
building types may also use a combination of window sash, including double-hung, 
awning and hopper. If muntins are used in new window sash, they must provide true 
divided lights. Within the individual opening, window sashes are usually divided into two 
or more lights. In all cases the glass must be clear; tinted or reflective glass is not 
acceptable. Also, roll down shutters and metal bar systems installed on the exterior of 
the building that cover door and window openings are not appropriate.  
 
While the window patterning changes a bit on each building the following is true of all 
the buildings, including the alley side facing Whetsel Ally.  

• The windows are taller than they are wide. Even when the windows are in pairs 
or triples, the individual window within those groupings are taller than they are 
wide.  

• The windows have definition to them with simple lintels and sills, corbeling 
detailing or a projecting frame.  

• The windows are recessed from the face of the building.  

• The windows are all aligned vertically and horizontally, matching the floor heights 
of the historic building at 1420 Central Parkway.  

 
 
4. Storefronts: New storefronts should relate to the characteristics of existing 
storefronts on historic buildings. Storefronts in the district are typically taller than 
individual upper floors; framed by piers and/or columns and have a lintel separating 
them from the upper floors; are divided into bays which increases their verticality and 
provides a pedestrian scale and proportion; and have large, fixed expanses of clear (not 
tinted or reflective) glass. As with rehabilitated original storefronts, roll down shutters 
and metal bar systems installed on the exterior of the building are not appropriate 
elements for new storefronts. The storefront lintels are 12 to 18 feet above grade; the 
windowsill height is between 18 inches and 3 feet above grade; and storefront windows 
are set back from the structural elements approximately 12 inches  
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The new construction along Central Parkway and 15th Street all have a storefront 
vocabulary.  

• W 15th Street Section- The storefront is defined at the first floor with a change in 
brick color and a lintel at the top of the first floor. A garage door with a panel at 
the bottom to mimic a bulkhead takes the place of a traditional storefront.  

• 1424 Central Parkway Section- There is a traditional storefront design with a 
bulkhead, large glass window, vertical columns, and storefront lintel.  

• The rest of the new construction has an arched window language. Within each of 
the bays that is created by the corbeled arched windows are large expanses of 
clear glass that are recessed into the arches. At the 1416 Central Parkway, the 
bases of the windows are defined with brick planters. 

 
 
5. Setback: Setback is an important issue in a dense urban area such as Over-the-
Rhine. The setback for new construction should be consistent with the buildings of 
similar use on adjacent and nearby sites. In Over-the-Rhine, most commercial buildings 
are built up to the property line. Some residential property, especially detached 
buildings, has shallow setbacks but retain an "edge" at the property line with a fence. 
Some larger institutional buildings such as schools, churches and public buildings are 
setback from the street to provide public space and to add to their monumentality. In 
most cases new construction on corner sites should be built up to the edge of both 
outside property lines.  
 
The buildings fronting onto Central Parkway are all at a zero-lot line and set to the 
street. On the Magnolia Section of the building, there is a slight setback of the building. 
While the building is still a commercial building use, as the uses on the street are 
transitioning more to a residential use and vocabulary, and as the building directing to 
the east of the project is set back from the street, a slight setback is appropriate and 
contextual.  
 
While the guideline only addresses street setbacks, the applicants have also setback 
the rear of the building along Magnolia Street 10 feet from the alley to be contextual with 
the alley setbacks as well.  
 
 
6. Rhythm: New buildings should incorporate design features, such as window 
groupings, articulation of wall surfaces, and decorative elements such as columns or 
piers in an effort to maintain the rhythm that already exists in the district. New 
construction should avoid creating long unrelieved expanses of wall along the street by 
maintaining the rhythm of bays found on the district. Most buildings in Over-the-Rhine 
are relatively narrow, 25 to 50 feet in width. A building facade typically displays vertical 
subdivisions that establish a visual rhythm. In dense commercial areas such as Vine 
Street, there are no setbacks, creating a solid wall along the street. This wall is 
articulated by the individual buildings, which in turn are divided by window groupings, 
changes in wall planes and decorative elements such as pilasters, columns or piers.  
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• W 15th Street Section- The building follows the typical rhythm within the district as 
this is a typical mixed use building with windows and openings equally aligned 
over the façade.  

• 1424 Central Parkway Section- The building creates two distinct bays on the 
building each about 25-30 feet wide that create a similar building width 
appearance to the buildings at 1430 and 1420 Central Parkway. Within the 
façade, the regular spacing of the windows and the columns over the façade 
create consistent rhythm.  

• 1416 Central Parkway Section- The building is a wider building than the typical 
building at 60 feet wide. While wider than normal the subdivision of the building 
with the columns and regular pattern of the windows over the façade creates a 
consistent rhythm.  

• Magnolia Section- The building follows the typical rhythm within the district as 
this is a typical rowhouse with windows and openings equally aligned over the 
façade. The alley side also has a regular rhythm.  

• The overall rhythm of the block structure with the ally dividing the block along 
Central is respected as the Ally way remains open while a connecter setback 
from the front of the buildings is at the 2-4 levels. This also is proposed to be 
glass to be sympathetic to this having been an open division between the north 
side and south side of the block.  

 
 
7. Emphasis: New residential and mixed-use construction should have a vertical 
emphasis, because in Over-the-Rhine buildings are taller than they are wide, window 
openings are tall and narrow, and storefronts have slender columns, which emphasize 
verticality. Commercial and industrial buildings, which may have an overall horizontal 
emphasis, often incorporate vertical elements, such as pilasters or vertically oriented 
openings.  
 

• W 15th Street Section- This section is taller than it is wide, the windows are in a 
vertical orientation and that the windows are taller than they are wide. 

• 1424 Central Parkway Section- Verticality is achieved through the building being 
taller than it is wide, the use of columns that extend up the entire façade, a tall 
projecting cornice to add additional height, vertical alignment of the windows and 
windows taller than they are wide.  

• 1416 Central Parkway Section- While the building is wider than it is tall (at the 
street face), there is still strong verticality created through the use of columns that 
extend up the entire façade, a tall projecting cornice to add additional height, 
vertical alignment of the windows, and windows taller than they are wide.  

• Magnolia Section- While this section is wider than it is tall, it does create vertical 
emphasis through the vertical alignment of the windows and that the windows are 
taller than they are wide. This effect is on both the streetside and alley side of the 
building.  
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8. Height: The height of new construction should not vary more than one story from 
adjacent contributing buildings. Most buildings in Over-the-Rhine are between two- and 
five-stories.  
 

All sections of the new construction have an overall height of 4 stories/ 51’8” tall, 
but are 3 stories/43 feet at the street face. The existing historic buildings on the 
block facing Central Parkway are 2 stories/33’ to the top of the parapet at 1430 
Central Parkway, and 3 stories/40’6” at 1420 Central Parkway. The building 
(Wooden Nickel) across Magnolia Street to the south on Central Parkway is 3 
stories/50’ tall.  
 
On Magnolia Street, the building directly to the east of the property is 2 stories tall. 
The rest of the buildings facing Magnolia Street are mostly 3 stories on the north 
side and mostly 2 stories on the south side of the street.  
 
On 15th Street, the building directly to the east of the development is 3 stories/35’ 
tall (per building permits submitted). The majority of the buildings on 15th street 
are new construction and are not considered contributing buildings, they are 3 
stories at the street at 38+ft (per building permits) and 46+ ft (per building permits) 
to the top of the 4th floor. The contributing buildings on the street are mostly 3 
stories tall.  

 
 
9. Materials: New construction should use materials that are found on the historic 
buildings in Over-the-Rhine. Clearly the dominant material in Over-the-Rhine is brick, 
but other materials such as limestone, sandstone, cast-iron, slate, wood and sheet 
metal are important as well. Materials such as stucco, synthetic stucco and plastic are 
not appropriate and should not be considered as exposed finish materials for new 
construction in this district. 
 

The building materials are all appropriate. The main building material is brick. 
Different color bricks are used but when used are in a homogenous color to create 
the different architectural elements, such a change in color for the base or 
pilasters.  
 
Metals and glass are also used as secondary materials for windows and detailing.  
 

 
Other Considerations: 
Prehearing Results: June 22, 2021 – The applicant team and 9 members of the public 
were present.  
The members from the public were generally opposed to the demolition and the height 
of the building. Comments are summarized below: 

- Demolition of a pre-civil war building is inappropriate due to the significance of 
the building as a canal industry building. 
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- An economic hardship cannot be issued for a building that still has an operating 
business on the property. 

- 4 stories is too tall compared to the character and height of adjacent buildings 
and does not meet the guidelines and obscures views from homes on 15th Street.  

- Larger developers are given too much leniency compared to Single Family 
homes. 

- Hotel is an inappropriate use next to the residential uses. 
- Use and outdoor areas will have inappropriate noise levels. 

 
Public Engagement: The applicants have provided a timeline of Public Engagement 
that they have done during the development of this project.  
 
Comments Provided to Staff:  
 
The following letters of opposition were submitted to the board for review 

• Kevin Hassey 
 
Consistency with Plan Cincinnati (2012):  
Demolishing a building is not consistent with the “Sustain” Initiative Area “Preserve our 
built history,” but an infill new construction that meets the Historic Conservation Design 
Guidelines does support the sustain initiative.  
 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends the Historic Conservation Board take the following actions:  
 
I. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

A. APPROVE the application for a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition of a 
non-contributing addition at 1430 Central Parkway and demolition of a 
contributing building at 1416 Central Parkway with the following conditions: 
1. The building permit must be issued within 2 years, or the Certificate of 

Appropriateness will expire.  
2. The demolition permit shall be issued concurrently with the issuance of the 

new construction proposed on the site.  
 

B. FINDING: The Board makes this determination that per Section 1435-05-4: 

1. That the property owner and applicant have demonstrated by credible 
evidence that the proposal to demolish 1430 Central Parkway substantially 
conforms to the applicable guidelines for demolition in the Over-the-Rhine 
Historic Conservation District as the addition is a non-contributing addition.   

2. The applicants/property owners would suffer an economic hardship if the 
demolition is not approved for 1416 Central Parkway.  
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3. The Department of Community and Economic Development did 
independent analysis which concludes rehabilitation of the existing building 
is infeasible.  

4. The use of Federal Historic Tax Credits will not make the project 
economically feasible.  

 

If the above Certificate of Appropriateness is approved, staff recommends the below 
for the proposed Zoning Relief and Certificate of Appropriateness for New 
Construction at the subject site.  

 

II. ZONING RELIEF 

The following recommendations are proposed for the project proposed at 1424 Central 
Parkway per the drawings submitted by Luminaut dated 4.1.2021.  

A. Sec. 1419-21(c) – APPROVE - Conditional Use - Limited or Full-Service 

Restaurants and Drinking Establishment Outdoor Areas – Maximum Size. Allowing 

for a maximum 2600 sq. ft. Outdoor Area, which exceeds 50% of the indoor area 

which is approximately 2315 sq. ft.  

B. Sec. 1419-21(e) – APPROVE - Conditional Use - Limited or Full-Service 

Restaurants and Drinking Establishment Outdoor Areas – Outdoor Entertainment. 

Allowing outdoor entertainment at the outdoor areas including the rooftop deck and 

courtyard area within 500 feet of a residential zone.  

C. The above approvals are conditioned on:  

1. If property is found to exceed the requirements of Chapter 909, Community 

Noise, on three or more occasions within a twelve-month period, such can 

be grounds for the Zoning Administrator to revoke this conditional use 

approval. 

2. The outdoor entertainment at the roof deck shall be limited to background 

music.  

 
D.   FINDING: The Board makes this determination that per Section 1435-05-4: 

1. Such relief from the literal implication of the Zoning Code will not be 
materially detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or injurious to 
property within the district or vicinity where property is located.  

2. The outdoor areas are buffered from adjacent properties by the new 
construction at the site.  

 
 
III. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS: 

A. APPROVE a Certificate of Appropriateness for new construction of a new 
building and rehabilitation and additions to 2 existing contributing buildings 
per plans from Luminate dated 6.23.2021 for the properties at 1416-1430 
Central Parkway with the following conditions: 
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1. The building permit must be issued within 2 years, or the Certificate of 
Appropriateness will expire.  

 
B. FINDING:  The Board makes this determination per Section 1435-09-2: 

1. That the Applicant and/or the Property Owner has demonstrated by 
credible evidence that the proposal substantially conforms to the 
applicable conservation guidelines. 

2. The new construction is sympathetic to the historic context and fabric 
without being replicative of design.  
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ATTACHMENT A- APPLICANTS SUBMISSION 

1. Adjudication Letter 
2. COA Application 
3. Zoning Relief Application 
4. Narrative on Demolition and New Construction 
5. HCA Property Report 
6. Demolition Drawings  
7. Proforma Summary and Proformas 
8. Current Operating Financial Report and Property Owner Letter 
9. Property Comparables 
10. Structural Report 
11. HCG Stabilization Estimate.  
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Permit Center •  805 Central Avenue, Suite 500  •  Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

P 513-352-3271  •   F 513-352-2579  •  www.cincinnati-oh.gov 

ADJUDICATION/DENIAL LETTER 

Date: May 7, 2021 

Location: 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

Request: Demolition, Infill, rehabilitation and related zoning relief 

Zoning District: CC-A/ Over-the-Rhine Historic District 

 

The City of Cincinnati appreciates receiving your information regarding your proposed project. The purpose 

of this letter is to inform you that your proposed project will be required to get a Certificate of 

Appropriateness and Zoning Relief from the Historic Conservation Board as it is within a local historic 

district.   

 

All documents that are checked on the Documents Required for Historic Conservation Board Review are 

a required part of the submission and the submission will not be considered complete unless all of these 

documents are included. When you submit the copies of the application, the Documents Required Sheet 

must be submitted as well. A $621.68 fee is required with the submission as well. All deadlines for 

upcoming Historic Conservation Board hearings can be found at https://www.cincinnati-

oh.gov/buildings/historic-conservation/historic-conservation-board/ . Applications must be 

submitted no later than 3pm on the deadline date.  

 

Your request also does not comply with the City of Cincinnati Zoning Code for the following reason(s):  

1. 1419-21 (c): Size of the outdoor area. The proposed outdoor area associated with an eating and 

drinking establishment is 50% larger than the permitted indoor area and is within 500 feet of a 

residential district. This requires a Conditional Use.  

2. 1419-21(e): Outdoor entertainment. The proposed outdoor area will have outdoor entertainment 

and is within 500 feet of a residential district. This requires a Conditional Use Approval.  

 

The applications and documents required will be turned into the Law Department- Office of Administrative 

Boards. Their office is located on the 5th floor of 805 Central Avenue in the Permit Center. Applications can 

be turned in no later than 3pm on the deadline date. You must contact Kasandra Maynes at 513-352-

1559 or Kasandra.Maynes@cincinnati-oh.gov for submittal.  

 

You may also contact me at the information listed below with historic conservation or zoning questions, 

concerns or to make an appointment.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Beth Johnson 

Urban Conservator 

(p): 513-352-4848 

(e): beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov 
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CINCINNATI'S HISTORIC CONSERVATION OFFICE
Documents Required for
Historic Conservation Board Review
The Historic Conservation Office will provide this list with the required items checked off once an
Adjudication/Denial letter is issued.

3 complete hard copies at the time of application.
All drawings formatted to 11x17 or 12x18.
Digital copy in PDF format provided on CD, USB drive, or emailed to beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov
Adjudication/Denial Letter and this checklist
Certificate of Appropriateness Application Form
A letter/narrative statement of intent and how the project meets the applicable Historic Conservation
Guidelines
Zoning Hearing Examiner Application Form
A letter/narrative statement required in Section 6 of the Zoning Hearing Examiner Application
The Hamilton County Auditors record or other documentation showing property ownership
A letter/email of permission from owners, lease, contract to purchase or other agreement demonstrating the
applicant or owner's legal basis to seek the COA or Zoning Relief
A list of the applicants' witnesses and expert witnesses who you expect to testify at the hearing or legal
counsel, if any
8 business days before the hearing date 10 hard copies and a digital copy in one pdf or for the final board
packet. Drawings must be formatted and retain the proper scale in 11x17 or 12x18.
Other Documents or information applicant wants to present for their case
Non-Refundable Application Fee. Checks made payable to the City of Cincinnati. $___________

All Drawings and Plans must include the following
A graphic scale required on all drawings
North arrows on all site, context and floor plans
Elevations labeled with North, South, East West, front, side and rear labels
Street names labeled
Date and/or revision dates

Architectural Drawings and Plans
An index of drawings located on the first sheet
Context Map showing the building within at least a block of context
Existing and proposed site plans including
− Parcel/boundary lines
− Building footprints and dimensions labeled
− Setback dimensions from all property lines labeled
− Existing and proposed principal and accessory buildings, including location, dimensions, and height

labeled;
− All properties and their structures immediately adjacent to the site
Existing and proposed elevation drawings
− Total Height from grade to top of the building
− Total height- ASL (Above Sea Level)
− Materials labeled
Existing and proposed floor plans and roof plans (with chimney locations)
− Residential and Commercial Spaces labeled. Residential Spaces must be numbered.
− Square feet of commercial spaces listed
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− Location of trash storage and Utilities
Site section and/or Site elevations including any adjacent properties
Driveways, sidewalks, walkways, terraces, and other paved surfaces
Existing and proposed accessory structures, including walls, fences, porches, lighting, signs, and other site
improvements;
Existing and proposed landscape areas and materials, if proposed to be altered;
Proposed materials, textures, and colors. Include Make, model and series for proposed materials
Labeled photos of all sides of the building and a 1 block streetscape context in all directions
Site line drawings for any roof additions.
A color rendering, axonometric drawings and/or perspective of the proposed construction (required on infill
projects)

Required if applicable to the project
Historic Sanborn Maps of the site
Window brochures and cut sheet
Roof product information (brochure)
Garage door brochures
Sample materials or color samples. _____________________________________________
Fence drawings of style, fence brochures or photo of a sample fence
Signs; drawings, photo showing the sign on the building, mounting info, materials, colors and illumination
Mature tree removal requires a letter from an arborist stating its poor health
All written correspondence submitted by the applicant and other affected persons
Tentative project schedule
Egress Plan/Route to Building Code Compliance (roof decks, multi-family developments)
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________

Demolition (full or partial) for Historic Conservation Districts and Landmarks
Demolition Case Sheet and all required information listed on the sheet unless otherwise not required by the
Urban Conservator in writing and provided with application.
Statement of plans for the property after demolition.

Hillside Overlay Zone (CZC § 1433)
A development plan, accompanied by a property survey, showing existing vegetation and proposed
development, and where applicable, streets, drives, parking areas, walkways, heights of structure(s), location
of structures, elevation and setback of proposed buildings, drainage, existing contours and proposed grading
and new landscaping plans, proposed uses and square footage of uses and recreational facilities;
A preliminary geotechnical evaluation;
A determination of the maximum building envelope;
Average slope/grade of the property; and
Graphic illustrations demonstrating that the proposed improvement or new structure has not exceeded the
maximum building envelope

For additional questions contact Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator at 513-352-4848 or beth.johnson@cincinnati-
oh.gov

Note: The aforementioned information is general in nature. Additional information may be required by the Urban
Conservator once the application is submitted. Please use this list to plan for the potential documents that could be
required for a submission.
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The property owner seeks the Historic Conservation Board’s authorization to demolish the 

building located at 1416 Central Parkway.  The building is approximately 60’-0” wide (measured 

parallel to Central Parkway) by approximately 90’-0” deep (measured parallel to Magnolia Street).  

The majority of the building is two stories tall, but the south-east corner of the building is three 

stories tall and the north-east corner of the building is one story tall.  The building has stucco-

covered brick masonry exterior walls and a flat membrane-covered roof.  It was originally 

excluded from the Over the Rhine National Historic District but was added as a contributing 

structure during the 2014 boundary increase.  The boundary increase nomination places the date 

of construction in 1900 and makes note of the building’s “muted Spanish colonial revival style” 

with “decorative plaster friezes” and “decorative plaster medallions”.  The nomination also 

describes “decorative urns” above the parapet, but this element is now entirely missing.  Historic 

photographs indicate that the Spanish colonial revival ornament is not original to the building and 

it cannot be determined if these features were added during the historic district’s period of 

significance.  The nomination notes that the historic rhythm of door and window openings has 

been altered, which is supported by historic photographs.  It also states that the historic massing 

remains; however, the current stepped parapet is not present in the historic photographs and this 

addition alters the profile of the building. 

 

The property owner understands the gravity of this request, but this demolition is justified due the 

economic hardship imposed by the stabilization and rehabilitation of this building in compliance 

with the historic conservation guidelines and applicable building codes.  The historic conservation 

guidelines state that the demolition of a contributing building is permitted when “the owner can 

demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Historic Conservation Board that the structure cannot be 

reused for any use or [that] a reasonable economic return from the use of all or part of the building 

… cannot be realized”.  The property owner has prepared a proforma to demonstrate that this 

building will not generate a reasonable economic return for office, residential, retail, or mixed 

uses.  Please also refer to the structural engineer’s report regarding the deteriorated condition of 

the existing building and to the general contractor’s opinion of probable construction costs for the 

stabilization of the existing building.  Furthermore, the building has been significantly altered from 

its original appearance and its continued preservation potentially creates a false historic impression 

(as these alterations may not date from the historic district’s period of significance).  The applied 

Spanish colonial revival ornament detracts from the integrity of the historic district, which is 
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nationally recognized as a significantly intact urban neighborhood of primarily simple Italianate 

and modest vernacular buildings.  Historic photographs show a simple, modest industrial building 

without any of the Spanish colonial revival elements described above; however, restoration of this 

appearance is not recommended from a durability perspective due to the stucco (see below).  The 

historic photographs show the original building exhibited a rhythm of door and window openings 

compatible with the other historic buildings in the historic district; however, the current building 

does not maintain this rhythm and its massing has been altered.  The conservation guidelines 

address buildings that have been significantly altered and should not be considered contributing: 

“some older buildings have lost the integrity of their original design due to substantial, 

incompatible exterior alterations…the basic design, scale, and rhythm of these buildings no longer 

relates to the historic buildings of the district.”  The remainder of this document will discuss 

specific challenges associated with the restoration or preservation of this building.  

 

 

Per the Ohio Building Code (OBC), continuation of the current occupancy type (business) is 

permitted without complying with the requirements for new construction; however, a change of 

occupancy to a more hazardous occupancy type, including mercantile and residential, would 

require compliance with the requirements for new construction.  The “alternative compliance” 

methodology for existing buildings described in Section 3412 OBC is not applicable because the 

building does not comply with the mandatory emergency egress requirements, including the 

minimum number of exits and the required remoteness of exits.  Additionally, the existing building 

is classified as construction type V-B due to the wood-framed exterior walls on the west side of 

the third floor and on the east side of the second floor (noted as “iron-clad” on historic Sanborn 

fire insurance maps and currently clad with vinyl siding); typically, contributing buildings in the 

historic district are classified as construction type III-B due to their non-combustible masonry 

exterior walls.  The building code has more stringent requirements regarding height limits and 

sprinklers for V-B construction than for III-B construction, which is an additional obstacle to the 

stabilization and rehabilitation of this building compared to typical historic buildings.  The third 

story is currently occupied as storage and thus any occupancy (business, mercantile, or residential) 

would be considered a change of occupancy; therefore, the following life-safety improvements are 

included in the opinion of probable construction costs: 

 

- Installation of a new automatic sprinkler system. 

- Installation of fire-rated walls to enclose the interior exit stairs. 

- Installation of fire-rated ceiling membrane to separate mixed occupancies. 

- Extension of the existing fire escape to the third floor to provide second means of egress. 
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Additionally, the existing building does not have an accessible entrance and each story has multiple 

floor levels; however, an accessible entrance and an accessible route connecting the public areas 

on the first story is required in historic buildings.  Modification of an existing recessed entrance, 

including removal of a portion of the stone rubble foundation wall and modification of the wood 

floor framing, would be required to install a new ramp up to a new landing providing the code 

required wheelchair maneuvering clearances at the building entrance.  New ramps connecting the 

existing floor levels throughout the first story would also be required; therefore, the cost of these 

mandatory accessibility improvements is included in the opinion of probable construction cost.  

These elements would consume a large percentage of the leasable floor area on the first story. 

 

 

The existing roof membrane is deteriorated and must be replaced as a matter of routine building 

maintenance; however, the existing parapet height is not adequate to properly terminate the 

membrane and counterflash the membrane perimeter.  Increasing the existing parapet height would 

not be an appropriate treatment for the historic building as it would further alter the building’s 

massing; however, the building owner cannot obtain a standard roof warranty maintaining the 

existing parapet height.  The existing stucco wall covering is also deteriorated with some areas 

delaminating from the brick masonry substrate and cannot remain in its current condition.  The 

stucco is not original to the historic building as evidenced by historic photographs and it is unclear 

if the stucco was applied during the historic district’s period of significance; however, removal of 

the deteriorated stucco to restore the historic building’s original appearance is not advisable from 

a durability perspective.  Removal of the stucco will undoubtedly damage the underlying hard face 

material of the historic brick masonry substrate exposing the soft inner material to the elements 

and this softer inner material will deteriorate rapidly if it remains exposed to the elements.  Since 

brick masonry is the preferred exterior wall material per the historic conservation guidelines, the 

general contractor’s opinion of probably construction cost includes realistic quantities of brick 

replacement and mortar joint repointing.  Extensive reconstruction of the historic brick masonry 

exterior walls will be required to stabilize the building.  The structural engineer’s report also notes 

cracking of the masonry bearing walls due to movement or settlement of the building.  The 

structural engineer notes that the wythes of brick masonry appear to be separating and must be 

stabilized with new helical ties.  The historic scuppers, collector boxes, and downspouts seen in 

historic photographs are not present.  The stone parapet coping is loose and must be removed and 

reinstalled. 
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There is extensive evidence of water infiltrating through the exterior walls, including 

effervescence, crumbling plaster, and spalling bricks – the stucco was most likely added to extend 

the service life of the brick masonry; however, it no longer provides adequate protection from the 

elements.  It can be reasoned that there is also deterioration of wood elements that are in contact 

with the damp brick masonry, including the door and window lintels and the bearing ends of floor 

joists and roof rafters; this hypothesis has been visually confirmed in areas where those elements 

are exposed due to damaged or missing plaster.  The original wood lintels have been removed 

where historic openings were filled.  Therefore, the cost of new steel lintels and the cost of sistering 

or replacing floor joists and roof rafters is included in the opinion of probable construction costs.  

This work is also necessary because the structural engineer has determined these joists are 

inadequate for the existing spans and anticipated loading.  Additionally, the existing building 

occupies the entirety of the site so new HVAC equipment would need to be installed on the roof, 

which will require further reinforcement of the existing framing. 

 

The stone rubble foundation walls in the basement must be repointed as the mortar joints are 

deteriorated from prolonged contact with damp soils.  Additionally, the foundation wall is 

undermined in the northeast corner of the building and must be reinforced per the structural 

engineer’s recommendations.  The timber posts in the basement are in direct contact with the 

ground and are deteriorated.  These posts must be replaced, and new concrete footings are 

necessary to isolate the wood from contact with the soil and to properly distribute the load.  There 

is an existing subbasement below the basement.  The structural engineer recommends backfilling 

this subbasement – the basement above this area has a wood framed floor that is bearing directly 

on damp earth and is severely deteriorated and should be removed.  Per the structural engineer’s 

report, the existing beams throughout the building are inadequate for the anticipated loads and 

must be reinforced.  A portion of the building’s original wood floor framing has been replaced 

with a concrete frame to allow machinery and vehicle storage in the rear portion of the first floor.  

The concrete has spalled in areas exposing the steel reinforcing, which is now rusting, and both 

must be repaired.  The existing wall ties have failed and must be replaced to interlock the walls 

and floor framing together for structural integrity. 

 

 

As stated in the nomination and evidenced by historic photographs, the rhythm of historic door 

and window openings has been heavily modified.  Historic photographs show arch-top masonry 

openings, which are no longer present although the stone sills remain at most openings.  On the 

south elevation, every first-floor opening has been modified from its original configuration – one 

opening has been modified into a door, one opening has been reduced in size, and the other six 
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openings have been filled.  On the second-floor, one opening has been filled and the other seven 

remain but their height has been reduced.  On the third-floor, two openings have been filled and 

the one other window remains, but its height has been reduced.  On the west elevation fronting 

Central Parkway, two first-floor openings approximately align with the openings visible in historic 

photographs, but the other first-floor openings do not correspond with the historic photograph.  On 

the second-floor, two openings have been filled and the other six openings remain, but the height 

of three of these openings has been reduced.  The current windows are not original, and it is unclear 

if historic brickmould remains.  New garage doors have been cut into the east elevation.  These 

large openings compromise the lateral load resistance of the building and create a “soft story;” 

therefore, further reinforcement may be required to stabilize the building.  Additionally, these 

openings are not permitted by the Ohio Building Code due to the fire separation distance to the 

property line. 

 

 

For these reasons, the restoration or preservation of this building constitutes an economic hardship 

because a reasonable rate of return cannot be achieved; therefore, enforcement of the conservation 

guidelines by denying authorization to demolish this building would represent a taking of the 

owner’s real property rights.  Additionally, the building has been heavily modified from its original 

appearance.  It is unclear if these architectural embellishments were added during the historic 

district’s period of significance and therefore may constitute a false historic impression that 

weakens the integrity of the historic district.  The owner plans to construct a new hotel on this 

property and the new hotel has been designed to comply with the historic conservation guidelines 

and the zoning code. 

 

The owner also requests the Historic Conservation Board’s authorization to demolish the non-

contributing addition to 1430 Central Parkway.  The contributing portion of this building has been 

rehabilitated by the property owner into a new bar in compliance with the historic conservation 

guidelines (under a previous Certificate of Appropriateness); however, demolition of the non-

contributing addition is necessary for the proposed redevelopment of this site (see below).  The 

non-contributing addition is located to the south of the historic building.  It is approximately 28’-

0” wide by 72’-0” deep and is one story tall with a roof terrace.  The addition is set back from the 

property line approximately eight feet.  The historic conservation guidelines allow for the 

demolition of noncontributing, incompatible additions; therefore, approval should be granted.  The 

one-story building mass set back from the property line is inadequate to hold the street edge and 

is not appropriate for the urban neighborhood. 
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The property owner will develop a new hotel on this site that will comply with the zoning district 

requirements and the historic conservation guidelines, especially regarding composition, materials, 

openings, rhythm, scale, proportion, and height.  The proposed design is contemporary but 

compatible with and sympathetic to the contributing buildings in the historic district; the historic 

conservation guidelines state: “new construction should be well-designed but should not replicate 

the existing buildings”, which would create a false historic impression.  The proposed design is an 

appropriate and contextual response the architectural precedent established by the contributing 

buildings and to the urban framework formed by the historic district.  The proposed development 

will fill gaps in the existing streetscape and hold the property line.  The master plan for this block 

includes the rehabilitation of two contributing buildings 1420 Central Parkway and 1430 Central 

Parkway; the demolition of one non-contributing structure (1424 Central Parkway – under a 

separate Certificate of Appropriateness application); the demolition of one non-contributing 

building addition at 1430 Central Parkway; and the demolition of one contributing structure at 

1416 Central Parkway, which is severely deteriorated and substantially altered from its original 

appearance (please see above).  The resulting development will improve both the physical quality 

and economic vitality of the neighborhood and should be approved by the Historic Conservation 

Board. 

 

The proposed design features a top, middle, and base composition distinctive of the contributing 

buildings in the historic district.  The top element is a contemporary, simplified interpretation of 

the cornices typical of contributing buildings.  At the corners, the base element is differentiated 

with arched storefront openings that correspond to the arched opening of the directly abutting 

historic building (1420 Central Parkway) that will be incorporated into the development; 

elsewhere, the base element is differentiated with horizontal masonry courses with a corresponding 

change in color or material.  The variation in base treatment breaks down the overall scale of the 

development while maintaining a cohesive, unified appearance.  The middle element between 

these top and base elements is characterized by a simple rhythm of window openings consistent 

with the contributing buildings in the historic district, and window head and sill heights correspond 

to the datum lines established by the adjacent historic structure.  The building will have a simple 

flat roof like other large buildings in the historic district and this roof will not be visible above the 

primary facade from the public right of way as directed by the historic conservation guidelines.  

The building will be four stories tall, which is only one story taller than the adjacent contributing 

buildings (as permitted by the historic conservation guidelines); however, the fourth story will be 

held back from the property line so that the building appears to be three stories tall from the public 

right of way – the same height as the adjacent contributing buildings.  There are many historic 

precedents for buildings of similar scale throughout the historic district especially near the edges 

of the historic district where larger buildings are more common. 
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The building has an overall vertical emphasis, which is characteristic of contributing buildings in 

the historic district.  The building consists of many tall, skinny structural bays articulated with tall, 

skinny window openings stacked in repeating vertical columns.  At the corners, the vertical 

element is further emphasized with projecting brick masonry pilasters in a slightly contrasting 

color, which is a composition strategy employed by many contributing buildings in the historic 

district.  The historic conservation guidelines encourage using columns or piers to emphasize the 

vertical composition.  Within this structural armature, there are ganged windows, which are 

common in the historic district’s larger commercial and industrial buildings and will differentiate 

and emphasize the corner.  Each individual window within these groupings has the tall, skinny 

proportions of historic window openings.  Throughout the historic district, the corner buildings are 

often more monumental in scale and appearance, which reinforces the street edge.  The rhythm of 

these window bays is compatible with and sympathetic to the rhythm of window openings seen 

throughout the historic district.  The windows will be primarily double hung, which is prevalent in 

the historic district; the windows will be a dark color and will have proportions that approximate 

historic windows.  The storefront openings will also be tall, skinny double hung windows sitting 

on a bulkhead wall, which is typical of contributing buildings.  There will be a transom above the 

storefront windows with divided lites that correspond to the ganged windows below.  The overall 

composition of the storefront openings is similar in configuration and proportion to original 

storefronts in contributing buildings and is compatible with pedestrian scale at the sidewalk. 

 

The building will hold the property line along Central Parkway and at the corner along Magnolia 

Street.  The east wing of the building will be setback slightly (approximately three feet) to break 

up the massing, to shift to a simpler, reserved facade style, and to transition to the adjacent property 

east of that wing which is set back six feet from the property line (like the residential buildings 

across the street).  A low retaining wall with planters will hold the property line where this setback 

occurs as directed by the historic conservation guidelines.  Holding the property line with new 

three-story construction will fill gaps in the existing streetscape; and as previously stated, the more 

monumental appearance at the corner reinforces the urban grid.  The primary exterior materials 

will be brick masonry – a light and dark gray contrasting color will be selected to articulate the 

top, middle, and base composition and to reinforce the vertical emphasis.  The color changes also 

help to break down the scale of the building while presenting a cohesive and unified design.  The 

proposed design is contemporary but inspired by the historic vernacular of the historic district.  It 

is compatible with and sympathetic to the contributing buildings without direct mimicry that would 

create a false historic impression and is an appropriate scale for the urban neighborhood; therefore, 

the proposed development should be approved. 
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Below is an outline of milestone dates meetings related to the zoning/entitlement approvals: 

• 04-30-2020 – Urban Conservator Meeting 

• 05-05-2020 – Infill Committee Meeting 

• 05-28-2020 – City Real Estate & GCWW 

o City Real Estate Manager – Tom Klumb 

o City Zoning Administrator – Emily Ahouse 

o GCWW – Becky Calder 

• 12-14-2020 – Urban Conservator update 

• 02-02-2021 – Urban Conservator update 

• 02-18-2021 – Infill Committee update 

o The articulated frame (heroic order) was deemed appropriate. Infill committee 

suggested reducing the brick color contrast of the articulated frame (Heroic order) 

columns of main structure on Central Parkway, which we have updated to be 

darker in the rendering and closer to the base brick (field) color. 

o There was concern about seeing the 4th story on magnolia from the sidewalk and 

from down at the corner of Elm and Magnolia especially from all of the additional 

foot traffic coming up from Washington Park.  Luminaut responded by 

developing a 3d animated walk-through model starting from the corner of Elm & 

Magnolia and walking along the south sidewalk of Magnolia then 

looking/panning back across the street directly at the new infill building to 

illustrate that the 4th story is set back far enough to be out of street level view.  

This animation was sent to the infill committee. 

• 03-24-2021 – OTR Economic / Quality of Life 

o There was concern regarding the occupiable roof deck that wraps the corner of the 

hotel at Central Parkway & Magnolia because it is close to the houses in 

proximity to the south.  Luminant responded by stretching the rooftop boundary 

back (to the west) and limiting extent of the occupiable area.  The eastern 

boundary of Wooden Nickel building was discussed and used as a general 

benchmark for where to limit the occupiable portion of the deck.  It was also 

noted that the roof in front of the 4th story guestroom wing setback was not 

occupiable specifically because of the residential neighbors across the street. 

• 04-20-2021 – OTR Neighbor’s Meeting 

o There was concern about seeing transients on the stoops from across the street 

(along Magnolia), as a result stoops were downsized and added a continuous 

planters behind the stoop wall to reduce the sized to a degree where it is not a 

“hang out place” but can still function as a 1st floor buffer from sidewalk traffic, 

and relates both the abutting 2-story building setback, as well as the setback & 

stoop architecture directly across the street along the Magnolia homes.   

o There was concern regarding the NE building corner of the Magnolia Guestroom 

wing being directly on the Whetsel Alley property line even though zero lot line 

building is allowable by-right, and present for two other historic buildings down 

Whetsel to the east.  Luminaut responded by shrinking the guestroom sizes on the 
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alley side (back) of the building to achieve a 4’ setback at the end guestroom 

stack where it abuts and is limited by the stair core, and a full 10’ setback from 

the Whetsel property line for the rest of the guestrooms on that façade which 

accounts for 85% of the frontage there. 

o There was also concern regarding the 1st floor stoops (buffers), and guestroom 

balconies above that we had cantilevered off of the back of each guestroom along 

Whetsel Alley.  Luminant responded by removing the back occupiable stoops and 

replaced with a planting buffer, and above eliminated all of the balconies and 

changed to in swinging double French door Juliette’s so there is not an exterior 

place to “hang out”, but still provides an open-air connection for the guests.  The 

first-floor double doors and double doors above are roughly the same proportions 

as the first-floor windows and windows above of the Fenderworks building as a 

part of that Whetsel alley north elevation. 

• 04-23-2021 – City Coordinated Report received 

• 04-29-2021 – Urban Conservator update 

• 05-28-2021 – HCB application submission 

• 06-23-2021 – HCB Pre-Hearing (demo & infill) 

• 07-12-2021 – HCB Hearing (demo & infill) 
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5/7/2021 Property Report

https://wedge1.hcauditor.org/view/re/0810002020500/2020/print_current 1/1

generated on 5/7/2021 2:34:15 PM EDT

Appraisal/Sales Summary
Year Built 1900
Total Rooms 0
# Bedrooms 0
# Full Bathrooms 0
# Half Bathrooms 0
Last Transfer Date 8/18/1997
Last Sale Amount $265,000
Conveyance Number 11145
Deed Type WE - Warranty Deed (EX)
Deed Number 818856
# of Parcels Sold 3
Acreage 0.220

Dusty Rhodes, Hamilton County Auditor
Property Report
Parcel ID 
081-0002-0205-00  

Address 
1416 CENTRAL PW  

Index Order
Parcel Number  

Tax Year 
2020 Payable 2021

Property Information
Tax District  001 - CINTI CORP-CINTI CSD  
School District  CINCINNATI CSD

Images/Sketches

Appraisal Area
01800 - OVER THE RHINE

Land Use
447 - OFFICE - 1-2 STORIES

Owner Name and Address
DOWNTOWN PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INC 
8322 ARBORCREST DR
CINCINNATI OH 45236 
(call 946-4015 if incorrect)

Mailing Name and Address
DOWNTOWN PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INC 
8322 ARBORCREST DR
CINCINNATI OH 45236 
(call 946-4800 if incorrect)

Assessed Value
100,260

Effective Tax Rate
89.090432

Total Tax
$9,642.55

Property Description
CENTRAL PKWY 60 X 139 IRR LOT 33-34-35 PT 32 HOTCHKISS AVERY ETAL SUB BLK 2-5 PARS 205-206-216-217 CONS

Tax/Credit/Value Summary
Board of Revision YES(04)
Rental Registration No
Homestead No
Owner Occupancy Credit No
Foreclosure No
Special Assessments Yes
Market Land Value 147,130
CAUV Value 0
Market Improvement Value 139,310
Market Total Value 286,440
TIF Value 78,640
Abated Value 0
Exempt Value 0
Taxes Paid $4,847.88
Tax as % of Total Value 0.000%

Notes
1) 11-29-04 30 YEAR TIF ABATEMENT BEGAN 2003 THRU 2032
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Historic Map (c. 1904)
1416 Central Parkway
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Historic Photograph
West Elevation (Central Parkway)
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Historic Photograph
West Elevation (Central Parkway)
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Historic Photograph
South Elevation (Magnolia Street)
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Historic Photograph
South Elevation (Magnolia Street)
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Existing Street Elevations

South Elevation from Magnolia Street (Looking North) -- 1/16”=1’-0”

West Elevation from Central Parkway (Looking East) -- 1/16”=1’-0”
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Contemporary Photograph
View from the Northwest
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Contemporary Photograph
View from the Southwest
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Contemporary Photograph
View from the Southeast
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Contemporary Photograph
View from the Northeast
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Existing Elevations

North Elevation from Whetsel Alley (Looking South) -- 1/64”=1’-0”

North Elevation from 15th Street (Looking South) -- 1/64”=1’-0”
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Existing Elevations

South Elevation from Magnolia Street (Looking North) -- 1/16”=1’-0”

West Elevation from Central Parkway (Looking East) -- 1/16”=1’-0”A
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Existing Elevations

North Elevation from Whetsel Alley (Looking South) -- 1/16”=1’-0”

North Elevation from 15th Street (Looking South) -- 1/16”=1’-0”

Site Key Plan : NTS
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Phasing Diagram

Existing West Elevation from Central Pkwy (Looking East) - Phasing Overlay -- 1/32”=1’-0”

Existing Site Plan - Phasing Overlay -- 1/32”=1’-0”

Phase 1:
• Renovate 1430 Bar (Corner 2-Story Building)

• Renovate 1430 Annex 'Pavilion' (1-Story Building)
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Phasing Diagram

Existing West Elevation from Central Pkwy (Looking East) - Phasing Overlay -- 1/32”=1’-0”

Existing Site Plan - Phasing Overlay -- 1/32”=1’-0”
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Phase 2:
• Demo 1430 Annex 'Pavilion' Building 

• Demo 1424 1-Story Building

• Demo 1416 'Laundry' Building

• Weatherproof Basement / Bar Foundation 

• Site Clearing / Prep

• Excavation for New Building Foundations
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Phasing Diagram

New West Elevation from Central Pkwy (Looking East) - Phasing Overlay -- 1/32”=1’-0”

New Site Plan - Phasing Overlay -- 1/32”=1’-0”
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Phase 3:
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Level 01 Plan

Existing Building (Historic)

Existing Building (Non-Historic)

Existing Building (Historic On Site)

New Building

Occupiable Roof / Upper Balcony
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Hotel Statistics:

Total Room Count = 90 Keys

    Lvl. 00 = 00 Keys

    Lvl. 01 = 13 Keys

    Lvl. 02 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 03 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 04 = 07 Keys

Total Gross SF = 83,612 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 00 Gross SF =   9,992 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 01 Gross SF = 21,275 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 02 Gross SF = 21,418 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 03 Gross SF = 20,188 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 04 Gross SF = 10,739 (w/o Decks or Pitch)
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Level 02 Plan

Existing Building (Historic)

Existing Building (Non-Historic)

Existing Building (Historic On Site)

New Building

Occupiable Roof / Upper Balcony
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Hotel Statistics:

Total Room Count = 90 Keys

    Lvl. 00 = 00 Keys

    Lvl. 01 = 13 Keys

    Lvl. 02 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 03 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 04 = 07 Keys

Total Gross SF = 83,612 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 00 Gross SF =   9,992 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 01 Gross SF = 21,275 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 02 Gross SF = 21,418 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 03 Gross SF = 20,188 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 04 Gross SF = 10,739 (w/o Decks or Pitch)
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Level 03 Plan

Existing Building (Historic)

Existing Building (Non-Historic)

Existing Building (Historic On Site)

New Building

Occupiable Roof / Upper Balcony
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Hotel Statistics:

Total Room Count = 90 Keys

    Lvl. 00 = 00 Keys

    Lvl. 01 = 13 Keys

    Lvl. 02 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 03 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 04 = 07 Keys

Total Gross SF = 83,612 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 00 Gross SF =   9,992 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 01 Gross SF = 21,275 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 02 Gross SF = 21,418 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 03 Gross SF = 20,188 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 04 Gross SF = 10,739 (w/o Decks or Pitch)
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Level 04 Plan

Scale: Not to Scale

Existing Building (Historic)

Existing Building (Non-Historic)

Existing Building (Historic On Site)

New Building
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Hotel Statistics:

Total Room Count = 90 Keys

    Lvl. 00 = 00 Keys

    Lvl. 01 = 13 Keys

    Lvl. 02 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 03 = 35 Keys

    Lvl. 04 = 07 Keys

Total Gross SF = 83,612 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 00 Gross SF =   9,992 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 01 Gross SF = 21,275 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 02 Gross SF = 21,418 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 03 Gross SF = 20,188 (w/o Decks or Pitch)

    Lvl. 04 Gross SF = 10,739 (w/o Decks or Pitch)
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Roof Plan
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Exterior Image Strategy 
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Material Inspiration

Exterior Design

Brick-1

Brick-2

Brick-3

Brick-4

Metal - 1        Copper - 1        Copper - 2        
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Exterior Design 
3D View (from Central Pkwy Median - Magnolia Corner)
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Exterior Design 
3D View (from Central Pkwy Median - 15th St. Corner)
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Exterior Elevations 

West Elevation from Central Parkway (Looking East) -- NTS

South Elevation from Magnolia Street (Looking North) -- NTS

Modeling - 3D View Elevations 

Approx. 44.5'

Approx. 41.5'

Approx. 49.5'

Approx. 51.5'

Approx. 31'

Approx. 42'

Approx. 51.5'
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Approx. 53'

Approx. 51.5'

Approx. 41.5'

Approx. 43'

Approx. 28.5'

Approx. 44.5'

Approx. 41.5'

Approx. 51.5'

214 Magnolia                212 Magnolia                 210 Magnolia

222 W 15th                 1430 Central Pkwy.                  1420 Central Pkwy.                                   1408 Central Pkwy.

Approx. 41'

Doorway modified to become a window, 
matching adjacent -- tooth in brick & sill.
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Exterior Elevations 

North Elevation from 15th Street (Looking South) -- NTS

East Elevation Offset at Adjacent Buildings (Looking West) -- NTS

Modeling - 3D View Elevations 
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Exterior Elevations 

South Elevation from Whetsel Alley (Looking North) -- NTS

North Elevation from Whetsel Alley (Looking South) -- NTS

Modeling - 3D View Elevations 
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Approx. 41.5'

15' Above Alley
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214 Magnolia                                1420 Central Parkway
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Window modified to become a doorway, 
sill lowered to match adjacent similar.
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Exterior Design 
3D View (from Central Pkwy Median)
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800 North High Street, Columbus, OH 43215 

PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL  

Moment Development, LLC 

Ohm Patel 

800 North High Street, Suite 03-108 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

May 28, 2021 

 

Beth Johnson, AICP | Urban Conservator   

City of Cincinnati | Buildings & Inspections 

Permit Center | 805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 | Cincinnati, OH 45202 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

It is our view that this development is the highest and best use of the parcels between 15th St. and Magnolia St. on 

Central Parkway in OTR. The property is zoned CCA and by right the hotel is an acceptable use.  With the area not 

having any premium hotel options, this location provides a much needed amenity to Music Hall, the OTR business and 

residential community, as well as supporting the needs of the newly opened TQL Stadium across the street.  This 

development will be in a class of its own on Central Parkway and is hopefully the first of much more vitality to come! 

In terms of architecture, we wanted the exterior design to be one that had elevated finishes and exceed the Over-The-

Rhine Historic Conservation Guidelines for New Construction, while also reciprocating the fresh new design of TQL 

Stadium.  With the use of an OTR based architectural firm in Luminaut, we truly feel that we have met the mark on 

delivering this vision of respect guidelines for new construction for this OTR.   With this development primarily being an 

infill opportunity, we could not discount the need to rise to the Moment on design when in front of a state of the art stadium 

and the rich beauty of OTR.    

In terms of hotel product, this property will be a boutique hotel that is completely curated to be one of a kind both in terms 

of design and in terms of product offering.  It will be soft branded to carry a brand of our own choosing but back by a 

global reservation system with either Hilton or Marriott.  The design theme is going to be a collision of both the past and 

present in that we will commemorate the auto body shop that once operated in 1420 Central Parkway Building, while also 

celebrating the immigrant story of Dr. Ramineni, a PHD professor at Xavier University, and the founder of Downtown 

Property Management, the owner’s of this property.  

The guest rooms will be luxurious and modern and the F&B offering will be by way of a partnership with a regional 

restaurateur offering an experience that adds to the rich culinary diaspora of the OTR community.  It is our vision for The 

Pitch Cincy to offer a laid back, casual experience to the community and our guests, while in contrast the hotel cocktail 

bar and restaurant will provide an elevated offering to create a destination of sorts.  Last but not least, our rooftop terrace 

facing Central Parkway with vivid views of TQL stadium and the downtown skyline, will play host to an array of private 

events.  To execute this vision, Moment Development will deliver the product by way of its Cincinnati based Design and 

Construction partners.  However, we will partner with Hotel Equities (hotel management company) to manage the property 

and instill the service culture and handle all hotel operations to meet the needs of our guests and community.   

It pains me to write this but based on the rhetoric from those who oppose this development, the truth must be expressed; 

this is not a cookie cutter roadside motel.  It is not a product that is going to offer a complimentary continental breakfast for 

a budget traveller.  It is not a product that is going to sell rooms below the average for the market.  This is not a Days Inn, 

a Motel 6, a Super8, a Hampton Inn, a Fairfield Inn, a Home2, or a Holiday Inn.  This is a luxury boutique hotel of the 

same caliber or greater than the other soft branded boutique hotel’s that have been developed in the Cincinnati market 

(The Lytle, Cincinnatian, Kinley to name a few).  The architecture presented should speak for itself.   
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Proforma Analysis 

To keep the the 1416-1418 Central Parkway Building the following are the square footage scenarios that we are 

presented with if we were to utilize this building for an alternate use, as well as the fixed cost of salvaging, stabilizing the 

foundation the building: 

● Level-1: 5,400 SF (60’x90’) 

● Level-2: 5,400 SF (60’x90’) 

● Level-3: 690 SF (30’x23’) 

● Total: 11,490 SF 

 

● $1,600,000.00 to stabilize the foundation, restoration of brick, addition of new brick, and frame.  

Based on the the aforementioned variables, we have put together 5 proformas together which encompass the following: 

● 1st-floor Retail and 2nd-3rd-floor Office 

● 1st-floor Retail and 2nd-3rd-floor Residential 

● 1st 2nd 3rd floor Office 

● 1st 2nd 3rd floor Residential 

● Breakeven Proforma to reflect what it would take to break even in restoring this building and operate the best 

performing combination from the aforementioned proformas, which is 1st-floor Retail and 2nd-3rd-floor Office 

 

In every scenario there is a negative return on capital and there are two contributing factors 1) The $1,600,000.00 

stabilization and restoration cost is simply too much to make any proforma work 2) The breakeven proforma proves that in 

our best case scenario of office and retail with a $529,000.00 stabilization and restoration budget (approximately ⅓ of 

HGC’s estimate), the project would create 0.00% return on capital.   

 

In addition, the Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credit program was considered along with the National Park Service (NPS) 

federal Tax Incentives for Preserving Historic Properties.  An evaluation of the Appendix-D, Self-Scoring Summary was 

completed for this rehabilitation and it is our belief that this project will not tabulate with the scoring criteria to be 

completive for the Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credits.   While the state program does not apply, a consideration that 

the NPS federal credits could potential be awarded. This 20% federal tax credit has been shown within the enclosed 

Breakeven Proforma illustrating that even with the award credits the rehabilitation/stabilization is not successful financially. 

 

Another big factor to consider here is that looking at the square footage and layout of each floor, there is simply not a 

good configuration or density of square footage that would support this project even if it was in pristine condition.   

 

The only conclusion that can be made is that the condition of this building creates an economic burden for any use at this 

location. 

 

Conclusion 

In determining the appropriateness of demolition on a contributing structure in an historic district, the Cincinnati 
Zoning Code section 1435-05-04(b) specifies that the “economic hardship” described in that section shall be 
evaluated against the standards provided in CZC Sec. 1435-09-02(aa)-(ff).  Applicant has provided the additional 
exhibit - 7f_Proforma Breakeven Proforma WITH Federal Tax Credits (pro forma) and provides the following 
responses: 
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CZC Sec. 1435-05-04 
(b) Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a deprivation of all economically viable use 
of the property as viewed in its entirety. In making such determination, the Historic Conservation 
Board may consider the factors set forth in Section 1435-09-2(aa)—(ff) below. 

 
CZC Sec. 1435-09-02(aa)-(ff) 
In evaluating the above factors for economic hardship, the Historic Conservation Board may consider any 
or all of the following: 
 
APPLICANT COMMENT:  
The Board should evaluate the following factors, and consider any or all of them in evaluating the appropriateness of 
demolition, i.e., no single standard is determinative of appropriateness of demolition.   
 
(aa) A property's current level of economic return; 

APPLICANT COMMENT:  
This property for many years never commanded strong tenants.  It is only after the stadium coming 
to the market has there been interest.  This property is owned by Downtown Property Management, 
and of the 11,500 square feet, they only operate within 2,500 square feet of the structure.  The 2,500 
s.f. of space currently beyond used is located in half of the second floor.   
 
The first floor, the other half of the second floor, the third floor have not been suitable for any tenants 
and the cost of refurbishment was too great.  So in the end, the owner decided to maintain the 
building as is and occupy what little they could.  They do not pay themselves rent and merely pay 
the property tax and general maintenance. Therefore, the actual building is not, and has not recently 
been, a fiscally cash flow-producing property for the current owner.  As a result, the property 
operates at a loss.   
 
Upon further analysis as described in the proceeding standards (bb) through (ff), the cost of 
rehabbing the building would not generate an income that would support the investment.  This is why 
the ownership decided to collaborate with Moment Development, in an effort to fully restore two out 
of the three contributing buildings and do a by right development that celebrates OTR, the City of 
Cincinnati, and their family legacy.     

 
(bb) Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the previous two 
years, including testimony and relevant documents; 

APPLICANT COMMENT:   
Please refer to the enclosed exhibit- 7i_Property Comp Analysis.  

 
(cc) The feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could earn a reasonable economic return; 

APPLICANT COMMENT: 
Please see the attached pro forma which explores the possibility of rehabilitating this property for 
retail-office use. This pro forma considers office and retail.  As between residential uses and 
office/retail, the office-retail would have a higher likelihood of creating an economic 
return.  Additionally, the pro forma includes federal tax credits.  In other words, this scenario sets 
forth a best-case-scenario for possibilities that would maximize the potential for economic return 
from the property, but it still falls short.   
As shown in the pro forma, the property would operate at a loss.  This is with the following facts and 
assumptions: 

∙         Retail and Office is proposed, as it is a best-case scenario for this site in terms of 

possibility of an economic return.  The consideration is for Class A office space, and it’s for 
the downtown market for a fully-rehabbed office space indicative of being across from the 
new stadium and part of a great redevelopment around it, that would maximize its 
marketability.  
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800 North High Street, Columbus, OH 43215 

PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL  

∙         The building is 11,500 s.f. 

∙         Please note the $20/s.f. annual rent that is what is to be expected within this market for 

the uses proposed.  

∙         TI is at $65 per square foot.  This is the Tenant Allowance given to the tenant for fitting 

out their use in the property. This is a market average based on us delivering a vanilla shell 
with bathrooms and utilities. It’s a common practice for office and retail tenants in class A 
buildings to offer these types of TI allowances. This is always negotiable based on rents, but 
based on $20/sf in rent, $60/SF in TI is customary to bring in the right tenants with the kind of 
credit needed for financing.  

∙         The $750,000 in land cost is based on $65 per square foot for the building. This is well 

below the average of what buildings in the market are selling for and have recently sold for. 
Obviously this is based on condition, location, and tenancy. However the combination 
between its location, across from the stadium combined with the comps in the market 
conservatively support the $750,000 land price. If anything, that is a conservative number. 
You will find in the attached Comp Analysis Cover Spreadsheet and its backup files which 
reflect that the conservative valuation only aids the proforma when the market dictates that 
this building should sell at over $1m dollars at over $95/SF.  

∙         The $529,000 for site work is the structural cost of stabilizing and shoring up the 

building to justify the addition of long-term improvements.  While the current owner is able to 
operate minimally within a percentage of the building, at a loss, the basic maintenance of the 
building as-is is not adequate for long-term upgrades to office and retail use.  

∙         Keep in mind that these numbers are also conservative in that a retail and office lease, 

unlike residential, would be a triple net deal. This means that all of the maintenance falls on 
the tenant. Even with a nominal $2,300-2,415 maintenance cost falling on owner and tenants 
covering the bulk of ongoing maintenance responsibilities, the owner still falls short on 
economic feasibility of the structure.   

∙         Witnesses appearing on behalf of the Applicant and current owner will be available to 

elaborate upon, and answer questions regarding the entirety of the details provided in the 
proforma.   
 

(dd) Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate neglect or inadequate 
maintenance of the property; 
APPLICANT COMMENT: 
Please refer to the enclosed exhibit-7h_1416 Property Owner Letter from Brahma Ramineni with 
Downtown Property Management, Inc.  
 

(ee) Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at time of acquisition; and/or 
APPLICANT COMMENT: 
Not applicable.  The structure at issue does not meet the definition of an, “Historic Landmark” as 
defined by CZC Sec. 1435-01-H2 and therefore, this standard does not apply. Rather, the structure 
is a contributing structure in an “Historic District” as defined by CZC Sec. 1435-01-H1.  Nonetheless, 
Applicant will attempt to respond to this standard regarding its knowledge of the status of the 
structure within the district.  Applicant is aware of the structure’s status and through exhaustive 
evaluation, has determined that two of the three contributing structures it owns in conjunction with 
the proposed hotel project, retain economic viability.  The structure at issue here, does not.  Despite 
knowledge of the historic district status of these properties, Applicant is seeking the demolition 
approval for this single structure in an attempt to otherwise preserve the economically viable 
structures as part of a larger project.    
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800 North High Street, Columbus, OH 43215 

PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL  

(ff) Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal, state, city, or private 
programs. 

APPLICANT COMMENT: 
As noted above in (cc), Applicant has provided best-case scenario with respect to economic 
incentives, where Applicant shows that even with the federal tax incentives, the proposed structure 
does not achieve the financial viability necessary to create an economically feasible project. The 
Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credit program was considered along with the National Park Service 
(NPS) federal Tax Incentives for Preserving Historic Properties.  An evaluation of the Appendix-D, Self-
Scoring Summary was completed for this rehabilitation and it is our belief that this project will not tabulate 
with the scoring criteria to be competitive for the Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credits.   While the state 
program does not apply, a consideration that the NPS federal credits could potentially be awarded. This 
20% federal tax credit has been shown within the enclosed Breakeven Proforma illustrating that even with 

the award credits the rehabilitation/stabilization is not successful financially.  Witnesses will be present 
at the hearing to testify in greater detail, if needed, as to the non-viability of the state tax credits 
discussed.  
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Central Parkway - Retail & Office Assumptions

1

General Assumptions Financial Assumptions

Project Name  Retail & Office TTM (if needed)Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Land Acreage (1) Revenue ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500)
Building Square Footage (11,500) P&L Cost Drivers

Average Rent $20.00 Management Fee 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%

Hard Costs/SF $150.00 Maintenance 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%  

Site Work Cost/Foundations $1,600,000.00 Utilities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Soft Costs/SF $25.00  

TI/SF - Tenant $65.00 Acc. Deprec/Amort.Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         

Development Fee/SF $5.00 Building Dep. Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         
Contruction Mgt Fee 10%

Property Taxes

Hard Costs ($ 1,725,000)     Insurance ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      

Soft Costs ($ 287,500)        

Site Work ($ 1,600,000)     

Land Cost ($ 775,000)        

Closing Costs ($ 30,000)          

Tenant Allowance ($ 747,500)        

Commission ($ 69,000)          

Development Fee ($ 125,000)        

Construction Mgt. Fee ($ 172,500)        

Builder's Risk Insurance ($ 10,000)          

Legal Fees ($ 10,000)          

Total Cost ($ 5,551,500)     

Primary Loan-to-Value 75%

Primary Total Loan ($ 4,163,625)     

Primary Equity Required $1,387,875.00

Primary Interest Rate 4.50%

Primary Amort. Schedule 30 years

Construction Period 1.0 years

TTM NOI ($ -  )                

Purchase Cap Rate
All In Cap Rate 0.00%

Exit Cap Rate 7.00%

Exit Year 10 years

Discount Rate 5%
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Central Parkway - Retail & Office P&L

2

P&L Pro Forma
TTM P&L Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Revenue
Revenue ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Total Retail Revenue ($ -  )         ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Gross Profit    ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Gross Profit % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Non Operating Department Expense
Management Fee    ($ 18,400)       ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     

Maintenance ($ -  )         ($ 2,300)         ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       

Utilities ($ -  )         ($ -  )             ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           

Total Non Operating Dept. Expenses    ($ 20,700)       ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     

Gross Operating Profit    ($ 209,300)     ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   

% Gross Operating Profit 0.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00%

Fixed Expenses
Property Taxes

Insurance ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Total Fixed Expenses ($ -  )         ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Net Operating Income    ($ 204,300)     ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   

Adjusted Net Operating Income    ($ 204,300)     ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   

% Adjusted NOI of Revenue 0.00% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93%
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Central Parkway - Retail & Office Cash Flow Analysis & Returns

3

Levered Return Analysis
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Adjusted Net Operating Income ($ 204,300)          ($ 204,300)         ($ 204,300)         ($ 204,300)         ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)           ($ 224,730)           ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)           

Primary Debt Service ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158) ($253,158)

Secondary Debt Service $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

Cash Flow After Financing ($ (48,858)           ($ (48,858)         ($ (48,858)         ($ (48,858)         ($ (28,428)         ($ (28,428)            ($ (28,428)            ($ (28,428)         ($ (28,428)         ($ (28,428)            
DSCR 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Acquisition/Development Cost $5,551,500)

Loan Cash Flows ($ 4,163,625)          
Capital Improvements ($775,000)

Expected Sale Price                   ($ 3,210,429)        

Selling Costs ($48,156)
Principal Repayment ($4,163,625) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

($ (4,163,625)      ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ 3,162,272)        

Total Levered Cash Flow ($1,387,875) ($ (4,212,483)      

Return on Invested Capital -3.52% -3.52% -3.52% -3.52% -2.05% -2.05% -2.05% -2.05% -2.05% -2.05%

Average Return on Invested Capital -3.52% -3.52% -3.52% -3.52% -3.23% -3.03% -2.89% -2.78% -2.70% -2.64%

NPV ($5,600,358)

Levered IRR #NUM!

Residual 73.23%

Income 26.77%

Equity Multiple 0.00x  
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Central Parkway - Retail & Residential Assumptions

1

General Assumptions Financial Assumptions

Project Name  Retail & Resi TTM (if needed)Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Land Acreage (1) Revenue ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200) ($ 120,200)
Retail Square Footage (5,400) P&L Cost Drivers

Residential Square Footage (6,100) Management Fee 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%

Average Residential Rent/SF $2.00 Maintenance 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%  

Average Office Rent/SF $20.00 Utilities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Hard Costs/SF $175.00  

Site Work Cost/Foundations $1,600,000.00 Acc. Deprec/Amort.Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         

Soft Costs/SF $25.00 Building Dep. Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         

TI/SF - Tenant $65.00
Development Fee/SF $5.00 Property Taxes ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   ($ 50,000)   
Contruction Mgt Fee 10% Insurance ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      

Hard Costs ($ 945,000)        

Soft Costs ($ 135,000)        

Site Work ($ 1,600,000)     

Land Cost ($ 775,000)        

Closing Costs ($ 30,000)          

Tenant Allowance ($ 351,000)        

Commission ($ 36,060)          

Development Fee ($ 125,000)        

Construction Mgt. Fee ($ 94,500)          

Builder's Risk Insurance ($ 10,000)          

Legal Fees ($ 10,000)          

Total Cost ($ 4,111,560)     

Primary Loan-to-Value 75%

Primary Total Loan ($ 3,083,670)     

Primary Equity Required $1,027,890.00

Capital Contribution Year Year 0

Secondary Annual Debt Service   

Construction Period 1.0 years

TTM NOI ($ -  )                

Purchase Cap Rate
All In Cap Rate 0.00%

Exit Cap Rate 7.00%

All In Cost per key ($ -  )                

Purchase Price Cost/Key ($ -  )                
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Central Parkway - Retail & Residential P&L

2

P&L Pro Forma
TTM P&L Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Revenue
Revenue ($ 120,200)     ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   

Total Retail Revenue ($ -  )         ($ 120,200)     ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   

Gross Profit    ($ 120,200)     ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   ($ 120,200)   

Gross Profit % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Non Operating Department Expense
Management Fee    ($ 9,616)         ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       ($ 9,616)       

Maintenance ($ -  )         ($ 1,202)         ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       ($ 1,202)       

Utilities ($ -  )         ($ -  )             ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           

Total Non Operating Dept. Expenses    ($ 10,818)       ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     ($ 10,818)     

Gross Operating Profit    ($ 109,382)     ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   ($ 109,382)   

% Gross Operating Profit 0.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00%

Fixed Expenses
Property Taxes ($ 50,000)       ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     ($ 50,000)     

Insurance ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Total Fixed Expenses ($ -  )         ($ 55,000)       ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     ($ 55,000)     

Net Operating Income    ($ 54,382)       ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     

Adjusted Net Operating Income    ($ 54,382)       ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     ($ 54,382)     

% Adjusted NOI of Revenue 0.00% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24% 45.24%
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Central Parkway - Retail & Residential Cash Flow Analysis & Returns

3

Levered Return Analysis
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Adjusted Net Operating Income ($ 54,382)            ($ 54,382)           ($ 54,382)           ($ 54,382)           ($ 59,820)           ($ 59,820)             ($ 59,820)             ($ 59,820)           ($ 59,820)           ($ 59,820)             

Primary Debt Service ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494) ($187,494)

Secondary Debt Service $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

Cash Flow After Financing ($ (133,112)         ($ (133,112)       ($ (133,112)       ($ (133,112)       ($ (127,674)       ($ (127,674)          ($ (127,674)          ($ (127,674)       ($ (127,674)       ($ (127,674)          
DSCR 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32

Acquisition/Development Cost $4,111,560)

Loan Cash Flows ($ 3,083,670)          
Capital Improvements ($775,000)

Expected Sale Price                   ($ 854,574)           

Selling Costs ($12,819)
Principal Repayment ($3,083,670) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

($ (3,083,670)      ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ 841,756)           

Total Levered Cash Flow ($1,027,890) ($ (3,216,782)      

Return on Invested Capital -12.95% -12.95% -12.95% -12.95% -12.42% -12.42% -12.42% -12.42% -12.42% -12.42%

Average Return on Invested Capital -12.95% -12.95% -12.95% -12.95% -12.84% -12.77% -12.72% -12.69% -12.66% -12.63%

NPV ($4,244,672)

Levered IRR #NUM!

Residual 63.32%

Income 36.68%

Equity Multiple 0.00x  
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General Assumptions Financial Assumptions

Project Name  Office Only TTM (if needed)Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Land Acreage (1) Revenue ($ 207,000) ($ 207,000) ($ 207,000) ($ 207,000) ($ 207,000) ($ 217,350) ($ 217,350) ($ 217,350) ($ 217,350) ($ 217,350)
Building Square Footage (11,500) P&L Cost Drivers

Average Rent $18.00 Management Fee 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%

Hard Costs/SF $175.00 Maintenance 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%  

Site Work Cost/Foundations $1,600,000.00 Utilities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Soft Costs/SF $25.00  

TI/SF - Tenant $50.00 Acc. Deprec/Amort.Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         

Development Fee/SF $10.00 Building Dep. Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         
Contruction Mgt Fee 10%

Property Taxes

Hard Costs ($ 2,012,500)     Insurance ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      

Soft Costs ($ 287,500)        

Site Work ($ 1,600,000)     

Land Cost ($ 775,000)        

Closing Costs ($ 30,000)          

Tenant Allowance ($ 575,000)        

Commission ($ 62,100)          

Development Fee ($ 125,000)        

Construction Mgt. Fee ($ 201,250)        

Builder's Risk Insurance ($ 10,000)          

Legal Fees ($ 10,000)          

Total Cost ($ 5,688,350)     

Primary Loan-to-Value 75%

Primary Total Loan ($ 4,266,263)     

Primary Equity Required $1,422,087.50

Primary Interest Rate 4.50%

Primary Amort. Schedule 30 years

Construction Period 1.0 years

TTM NOI ($ -  )                

Purchase Cap Rate
All In Cap Rate 0.00%

Exit Cap Rate 7.00%

Exit Year 10 years

Discount Rate 5%
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P&L Pro Forma
TTM P&L Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Revenue
Revenue ($ 207,000)     ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   

Total Retail Revenue ($ -  )         ($ 207,000)     ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   

Gross Profit    ($ 207,000)     ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 207,000)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   ($ 217,350)   

Gross Profit % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Non Operating Department Expense
Management Fee    ($ 16,560)       ($ 16,560)     ($ 16,560)     ($ 16,560)     ($ 16,560)     ($ 17,388)     ($ 17,388)     ($ 17,388)     ($ 17,388)     ($ 17,388)     

Maintenance ($ -  )         ($ 2,070)         ($ 2,070)       ($ 2,070)       ($ 2,070)       ($ 2,070)       ($ 2,174)       ($ 2,174)       ($ 2,174)       ($ 2,174)       ($ 2,174)       

Utilities ($ -  )         ($ -  )             ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           

Total Non Operating Dept. Expenses    ($ 18,630)       ($ 18,630)     ($ 18,630)     ($ 18,630)     ($ 18,630)     ($ 19,562)     ($ 19,562)     ($ 19,562)     ($ 19,562)     ($ 19,562)     

Gross Operating Profit    ($ 188,370)     ($ 188,370)   ($ 188,370)   ($ 188,370)   ($ 188,370)   ($ 197,789)   ($ 197,789)   ($ 197,789)   ($ 197,789)   ($ 197,789)   

% Gross Operating Profit 0.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00%

Fixed Expenses
Property Taxes

Insurance ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Total Fixed Expenses ($ -  )         ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Net Operating Income    ($ 183,370)     ($ 183,370)   ($ 183,370)   ($ 183,370)   ($ 183,370)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   

Adjusted Net Operating Income    ($ 183,370)     ($ 183,370)   ($ 183,370)   ($ 183,370)   ($ 183,370)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   ($ 192,789)   

% Adjusted NOI of Revenue 0.00% 88.58% 88.58% 88.58% 88.58% 88.58% 88.70% 88.70% 88.70% 88.70% 88.70%
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Levered Return Analysis
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Adjusted Net Operating Income ($ 183,370)          ($ 183,370)         ($ 183,370)         ($ 183,370)         ($ 201,707)         ($ 201,707)           ($ 201,707)           ($ 201,707)         ($ 201,707)         ($ 201,707)           

Primary Debt Service ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398) ($259,398)

Secondary Debt Service $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

Cash Flow After Financing ($ (76,028)           ($ (76,028)         ($ (76,028)         ($ (76,028)         ($ (57,691)         ($ (57,691)            ($ (57,691)            ($ (57,691)         ($ (57,691)         ($ (57,691)            
DSCR 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78

Acquisition/Development Cost $5,688,350)

Loan Cash Flows ($ 4,266,263)          
Capital Improvements ($775,000)

Expected Sale Price                   ($ 2,881,529)        

Selling Costs ($43,223)
Principal Repayment ($4,266,263) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

($ (4,266,263)      ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ 2,838,306)        

Total Levered Cash Flow ($1,422,088) ($ (4,342,291)      

Return on Invested Capital -5.35% -5.35% -5.35% -5.35% -4.06% -4.06% -4.06% -4.06% -4.06% -4.06%

Average Return on Invested Capital -5.35% -5.35% -5.35% -5.35% -5.09% -4.92% -4.79% -4.70% -4.63% -4.57%

NPV ($5,764,378)

Levered IRR #NUM!

Residual 68.71%

Income 31.29%

Equity Multiple 0.00x  
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Central Parkway - Residential Only Assumptions

1

General Assumptions Financial Assumptions

Project Name  Residential Only TTM (if needed)Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Land Acreage (1) Revenue ($ 34,500) ($ 36,225) ($ 37,088) ($ 37,950) ($ 38,813) ($ 39,675) ($ 40,538) ($ 41,400) ($ 42,263) ($ 43,125) 
Building Square Footage (11,500) P&L Cost Drivers

Average Rent $3.00 Management Fee 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%

Hard Costs/SF $175.00 Maintenance 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%  

Site Work Cost/Foundations $1,600,000.00 Utilities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Soft Costs/SF $25.00  

TI/SF - Tenant $0.00 Acc. Deprec/Amort.Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         

Development Fee/SF $5.00 Building Dep. Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         
Contruction Mgt Fee 10%

Property Taxes

Hard Costs ($ 2,012,500)           Insurance ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      

Soft Costs ($ 287,500)              

Site Work ($ 1,600,000)           

Land Cost ($ 775,000)              

Closing Costs ($ 30,000)                

Tenant Allowance ($ -  )                      

Commission ($ 10,350)                

Development Fee ($ 125,000)              

Construction Mgt. Fee ($ 201,250)              

Builder's Risk Insurance ($ 10,000)                

Legal Fees ($ 10,000)                

Total Cost ($ 5,061,600)           

Primary Loan-to-Value 75%

Primary Total Loan ($ 3,796,200)           

Primary Equity Required $1,265,400.00

Primary Interest Rate 4.50%

Primary Amort. Schedule 30 years

Construction Period 1.0 years

TTM NOI ($ -  )                      

Purchase Cap Rate
All In Cap Rate 0.00%

Exit Cap Rate 7.00%

Exit Year 10 years

Discount Rate 5%
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Central Parkway - Residential Only P&L

2

P&L Pro Forma
TTM P&L Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Revenue
Revenue ($ 34,500)       ($ 36,225)     ($ 37,088)     ($ 37,950)     ($ 38,813)     ($ 39,675)     ($ 40,538)     ($ 41,400)     ($ 42,263)     ($ 43,125)     

Total Retail Revenue ($ -  )         ($ 34,500)       ($ 36,225)     ($ 37,088)     ($ 37,950)     ($ 38,813)     ($ 39,675)     ($ 40,538)     ($ 41,400)     ($ 42,263)     ($ 43,125)     

Gross Profit    ($ 34,500)       ($ 36,225)     ($ 37,088)     ($ 37,950)     ($ 38,813)     ($ 39,675)     ($ 40,538)     ($ 41,400)     ($ 42,263)     ($ 43,125)     

Gross Profit % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Non Operating Department Expense
Management Fee    ($ 2,760)         ($ 2,898)       ($ 2,967)       ($ 3,036)       ($ 3,105)       ($ 3,174)       ($ 3,243)       ($ 3,312)       ($ 3,381)       ($ 3,450)       

Maintenance ($ -  )         ($ 345)             ($ 362)          ($ 371)          ($ 380)          ($ 388)          ($ 397)          ($ 405)          ($ 414)          ($ 423)          ($ 431)          

Utilities ($ -  )         ($ -  )             ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           

Total Non Operating Dept. Expenses    ($ 3,105)         ($ 3,260)       ($ 3,338)       ($ 3,416)       ($ 3,493)       ($ 3,571)       ($ 3,648)       ($ 3,726)       ($ 3,804)       ($ 3,881)       

Gross Operating Profit    ($ 31,395)       ($ 32,965)     ($ 33,750)     ($ 34,535)     ($ 35,319)     ($ 36,104)     ($ 36,889)     ($ 37,674)     ($ 38,459)     ($ 39,244)     

% Gross Operating Profit 0.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00%

Fixed Expenses
Property Taxes

Insurance ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Total Fixed Expenses ($ -  )         ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Net Operating Income    ($ 26,395)       ($ 27,965)     ($ 28,750)     ($ 29,535)     ($ 30,319)     ($ 31,104)     ($ 31,889)     ($ 32,674)     ($ 33,459)     ($ 34,244)     

Adjusted Net Operating Income    ($ 26,395)       ($ 27,965)     ($ 28,750)     ($ 29,535)     ($ 30,319)     ($ 31,104)     ($ 31,889)     ($ 32,674)     ($ 33,459)     ($ 34,244)     

% Adjusted NOI of Revenue 0.00% 76.51% 77.20% 77.52% 77.82% 78.12% 78.40% 78.67% 78.92% 79.17% 79.41%
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Central Parkway - Residential Only Cash Flow Analysis & Returns

3

Levered Return Analysis
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Adjusted Net Operating Income ($ 26,395)            ($ 27,965)           ($ 28,750)           ($ 29,535)           ($ 33,351)           ($ 33,351)             ($ 33,351)             ($ 33,351)           ($ 33,351)           ($ 33,351)             

Primary Debt Service ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817) ($230,817)

Secondary Debt Service $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

Cash Flow After Financing ($ (204,422)         ($ (202,853)       ($ (202,068)       ($ (201,283)       ($ (197,466)       ($ (197,466)          ($ (197,466)          ($ (197,466)       ($ (197,466)       ($ (197,466)          
DSCR 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14

Acquisition/Development Cost $5,061,600)

Loan Cash Flows ($ 3,796,200)          
Capital Improvements ($775,000)

Expected Sale Price                   ($ 476,447)           

Selling Costs ($7,147)
Principal Repayment ($3,796,200) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

($ (3,796,200)      ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ 469,301)           

Total Levered Cash Flow ($1,265,400) ($ (4,000,622)      

Return on Invested Capital -16.15% -16.03% -15.97% -15.91% -15.61% -15.61% -15.61% -15.61% -15.61% -15.61%

Average Return on Invested Capital -16.15% -16.09% -16.05% -16.02% -15.93% -15.88% -15.84% -15.81% -15.79% -15.77%

NPV ($5,266,022)

Levered IRR #NUM!

Residual 62.51%

Income 37.49%

Equity Multiple 0.00x  
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Central Parkway - Breakeven Proforma Assumptions

1

General Assumptions Financial Assumptions

Project Name  Retail & Office TTM (if needed)Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Land Acreage (1) Revenue ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500)
Building Square Footage (11,500) P&L Cost Drivers

Average Rent $20.00 Management Fee 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%

Hard Costs/SF $150.00 Maintenance 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%  

Site Work Cost/Foundations $529,000.00 Utilities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Soft Costs/SF $25.00  

TI/SF - Tenant $65.00 Acc. Deprec/Amort.Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         

Development Fee/SF $5.00 Building Dep. Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         
Contruction Mgt Fee 10%

Property Taxes

Hard Costs ($ 1,725,000)     Insurance ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      

Soft Costs ($ 287,500)        

Site Work ($ 529,000)        

Land Cost ($ 775,000)        

Closing Costs ($ 30,000)          

Tenant Allowance ($ 747,500)        

Commission ($ 69,000)          

Development Fee ($ 125,000)        

Construction Mgt. Fee ($ 172,500)        

Builder's Risk Insurance ($ 10,000)          

Legal Fees ($ 10,000)          

Total Cost ($ 4,480,500)     

Primary Loan-to-Value 75%

Primary Total Loan ($ 3,360,375)     

Primary Equity Required $1,120,125.00

Primary Interest Rate 4.50%

Primary Amort. Schedule 30 years

Construction Period 1.0 years

TTM NOI ($ -  )                

Purchase Cap Rate
All In Cap Rate 0.00%

Exit Cap Rate 7.00%

Exit Year 10 years

Discount Rate 5%
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Central Parkway - Breakeven Proforma P&L

2

P&L Pro Forma
TTM P&L Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Revenue
Revenue ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Total Retail Revenue ($ -  )         ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Gross Profit    ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Gross Profit % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Non Operating Department Expense
Management Fee    ($ 18,400)       ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     

Maintenance ($ -  )         ($ 2,300)         ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       

Utilities ($ -  )         ($ -  )             ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           

Total Non Operating Dept. Expenses    ($ 20,700)       ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     

Gross Operating Profit    ($ 209,300)     ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   

% Gross Operating Profit 0.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00%

Fixed Expenses
Property Taxes

Insurance ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Total Fixed Expenses ($ -  )         ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Net Operating Income    ($ 204,300)     ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   

Adjusted Net Operating Income    ($ 204,300)     ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   

% Adjusted NOI of Revenue 0.00% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93%
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Central Parkway - Breakeven Proforma Cash Flow Analysis & Returns

3

Levered Return Analysis
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Adjusted Net Operating Income ($ 204,300)          ($ 204,300)         ($ 204,300)         ($ 204,300)         ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)           ($ 224,730)           ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)           

Primary Debt Service ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318) ($204,318)

Secondary Debt Service $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

Cash Flow After Financing ($ (18)                   ($ (18)                 ($ (18)                 ($ (18)                 ($ 20,412)           ($ 20,412)             ($ 20,412)             ($ 20,412)           ($ 20,412)           ($ 20,412)             
DSCR 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10

Acquisition/Development Cost $4,480,500)

Loan Cash Flows ($ 3,360,375)          
Capital Improvements ($775,000)

Expected Sale Price                   ($ 3,210,429)        

Selling Costs ($48,156)
Principal Repayment ($3,360,375) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

($ (3,360,375)      ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ 3,162,272)        

Total Levered Cash Flow ($1,120,125) ($ (3,360,393)      

Return on Invested Capital 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.82% 1.82% 1.82% 1.82% 1.82% 1.82%

Average Return on Invested Capital 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.36% 0.61% 0.78% 0.91% 1.01% 1.09%

NPV ($4,480,518)

Levered IRR #NUM!

Residual 261.67%

Income -161.67%

Equity Multiple 0.00x  
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General Assumptions Financial Assumptions

Project Name  Retail & Office TTM (if needed)Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Land Acreage (1) Revenue ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 230,000) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500) ($ 241,500)
Building Square Footage (11,500) P&L Cost Drivers

Average Rent $20.00 Management Fee 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%

Hard Costs/SF $150.00 Maintenance 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%  

Site Work Cost/Foundations $529,000.00 Utilities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Soft Costs/SF $25.00  

TI/SF - Tenant $65.00 Acc. Deprec/Amort.Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         

Development Fee/SF $5.00 Building Dep. Expense ($ -  )($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         ($ -  )         
Contruction Mgt Fee 10%

Property Taxes

Hard Costs ($ 1,725,000)     Insurance ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      ($ 5,000)      

Federal Tax Credit ($ (402,500)       

Soft Costs ($ 287,500)        

Site Work ($ 529,000)        

Land Cost ($ 775,000)        

Closing Costs ($ 30,000)          

Tenant Allowance ($ 747,500)        

Commission ($ 69,000)          

Development Fee ($ 125,000)        

Construction Mgt. Fee ($ 172,500)        

Builder's Risk Insurance ($ 10,000)          

Legal Fees ($ 10,000)          

Total Cost ($ 4,078,000)     

Primary Loan-to-Value 75%

Primary Total Loan ($ 3,058,500)     

Primary Equity Required $1,019,500.00

Primary Interest Rate 4.50%

Secondary Annual Debt Service   

Construction Period 1.0 years

TTM NOI ($ -  )                

Purchase Cap Rate

All In Cap Rate 0.00%

Exit Cap Rate 7.00%

Exit Year 10 years

Purchase Price Cost/Key ($ -  )                
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P&L Pro Forma
TTM P&L Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Revenue
Revenue ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Total Retail Revenue ($ -  )         ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Gross Profit    ($ 230,000)     ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 230,000)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   ($ 241,500)   

Gross Profit % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Non Operating Department Expense
Management Fee    ($ 18,400)       ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 18,400)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     ($ 19,320)     

Maintenance ($ -  )         ($ 2,300)         ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,300)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       ($ 2,415)       

Utilities ($ -  )         ($ -  )             ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           ($ -  )           

Total Non Operating Dept. Expenses    ($ 20,700)       ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 20,700)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     ($ 21,735)     

Gross Operating Profit    ($ 209,300)     ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 209,300)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   ($ 219,765)   

% Gross Operating Profit 0.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% 91.00%

Fixed Expenses
Property Taxes

Insurance ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Total Fixed Expenses ($ -  )         ($ 5,000)         ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       ($ 5,000)       

Net Operating Income    ($ 204,300)     ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   

Adjusted Net Operating Income    ($ 204,300)     ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 204,300)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   ($ 214,765)   

% Adjusted NOI of Revenue 0.00% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.83% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93% 88.93%

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 109



Levered Return Analysis
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Adjusted Net Operating Income ($ 204,300)          ($ 204,300)         ($ 204,300)         ($ 204,300)         ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)           ($ 224,730)           ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)         ($ 224,730)           

Primary Debt Service ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964) ($185,964)

Secondary Debt Service $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

Cash Flow After Financing ($ 18,336)            ($ 18,336)           ($ 18,336)           ($ 18,336)           ($ 38,766)           ($ 38,766)             ($ 38,766)             ($ 38,766)           ($ 38,766)           ($ 38,766)             
DSCR 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.21 1.21 1.21 1.21 1.21 1.21

Acquisition/Development Cost $4,078,000)

Loan Cash Flows ($ 3,058,500)          
Capital Improvements ($775,000)

Expected Sale Price                   ($ 3,210,429)        

Selling Costs ($48,156)
Principal Repayment ($3,058,500) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0) $0)

($ (3,058,500)      ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                   ($ -  )                 ($ -  )                 ($ 3,162,272)        

Total Levered Cash Flow ($1,019,500) ($ (3,040,164)      

Return on Invested Capital 1.80% 1.80% 1.80% 1.80% 3.80% 3.80% 3.80% 3.80% 3.80% 3.80%

Average Return on Invested Capital 1.80% 1.80% 1.80% 1.80% 2.20% 2.47% 2.66% 2.80% 2.91% 3.00%

NPV ($4,059,664)

Levered IRR #NUM!

Residual 25.33%

Income 74.67%

Equity Multiple 0.00x  
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Comp Analysis for 1416 Central Parkway
Subject Property
Address  Total Square Feet Total Price Price Per Square Foot
1416 Central Parkway 11,500 $750,000.00 $65.22

For Sale Properties
Address  Total Square Feet Total Price Price Per Square Foot Document Name
216-222 W 15th St. 13,500 $1,250,000.00 $92.59 For Sale Properties
1600 Sycamore St 5317 $399,000.00 $75.04 For Sale Properties
1702 Vine St. 5400 $549,000.00 $101.67 For Sale Properties

Avg. of For Sale Properties $737,000.00 $83.63

Property Recently Sold
Address  Total Square Feet Total Price Price Per Square Foot Document Name
421 Bauer Ave 10299 $750,000.00 $72.82 421 Bauer Ave
1208 Sycamore St. 4752 $500,000.00 $105.22 1208 Sycamore St.
1209 Elm St. 4740 $425,000.00 $89.66 1209 Elm St.
1413 Central Parkway 4900 $1,100,000.00 $224.49 1413 Central Parkway
1422 Walnut St. 4518 $330,000.00 $73.04 1422 Walnut St.
1426 Main St. 2190 $415,000.00 $189.50 1426 Main St.
1509 Central Parkway 7656 $750,000.00 $97.96 1509 Central Parkway
1706 Republic Street 3670 $275,000.00 $74.93 1706 Republic Street
1718 Central Parkway 10000 $825,000.00 $82.50 1718 Central Parkway
1810 Vine St. 2910 $300,000.00 $103.09 1810 Vine St.

Avg of Property Recently Sold $567,000.00 $111.32

Avg of All Property Average Price Average Price/SF
$652,000.00 $97.48

Subject Property Valuation in Proforma $750,000 $65.00

Based on Market Subject Property Valuation should be a total of $1,120,966.77 $97.48
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With a $1,120,966.77 market value, this further supresses each and every proforma compounding the financial burden to overcome.  
This therefore makes the $750,000 valuation in the proforma's an extremely conservative number, taking a huge valuation discount to try and 
make a development pencil and even then, it still fails to create any kind of legitimate return.  Financing does not work this way in that it will be 
based on an appraisal which will similarly take comps similar to what is in this spreadsheet. As a result, no bank will be willing to finance this 
project at this valuation given the cost it would take to renovate the building. 
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421 Bauer Ave1

421 Bauer, Cincinnati, OH 45214

Transaction Information
02/15/2019Sale Date

Document Number 13188
Sale Price $750,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

N/A
Sold Price Per Acres $2,083,333.33 Per Acre
Sale Price Per SQFT $72.82 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

West End Dev Llc

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Feast Love

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $750,000
Industrial - 10,299 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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The buyer West End Dev Llc has a last known mailing address of .
Document Number: 13188
County Land Use: 680-exempt-hospital etc

Property Information
IndustrialProperty Type

Property Subtype Warehouse/Distribution
Building SQFT 10,299 SF

Year Built

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 1

Construction Masonry

Typical Floor SF

Units
Single-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.36 Acres
Lot SQFT 15,819 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County Hamilton
Assessed Land $10,791
Assessed Improved $25,715
Assessed Total $36,506
Assessed Year 2019
Tax ID / Apn(s) 013400010233,013400010234,01340001

0325,013400010227,013400010225,0134
00010235,013400010226,013400010232,
013400010224

% Currently Occupied

Industrial Details
Clear Height
Dock High Doors 3
Grade Level Doors 0
Rail Doors 0
Parking Total

Real Estate Taxes $27.04

Marketing Notes

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1208 Sycamore St1

1208 Sycamore St, Cincinnati, OH 45202

Transaction Information
10/25/2019Sale Date

Document Number
Sale Price $500,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

N/A
Sold Price Per Acres $1,351,351.35 Per Acre
Sale Price Per SQFT $105.22 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

1208 sycamore llc

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Croswell R Scott Iii

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $500,000
Office - 4,752 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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The buyer 1208 sycamore llc has a last known mailing address of .
Document Number: 93661
County Land Use: 448-com-ofc,walk up 3+st
MULTI-PARCEL SALE. 1.07 acres. APNs: 075-0001-0005-00, 075-0001-0251-00, 075-0001-0252-00

Property Information
OfficeProperty Type

Property Subtype
Building SQFT 4,752 SF

Year Built 1880

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 3

Construction

Typical Floor SF

Units
Multi-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.37 Acres
Lot SQFT 16,117 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County HAMILTON
Assessed Land $23,384
Assessed Improved $20,836
Assessed Total $44,220
Assessed Year 2019
Tax ID / Apn(s) 007500010005% Currently Occupied

Office Details
Class B
Parking Ratio
Parking Total

Real Estate Taxes $4,406.03

Marketing Notes

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1209 Elm St1

1209 Elm, Cincinnati, OH 45202

Transaction Information
07/14/2020Sale Date

Document Number 69150
Sale Price $425,000

Loan Type CONSTRUCTION

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

$340,000
$85,000
CenterbankSold Price Per Acres $8,500,000.00 Per Acre

Sale Price Per SQFT $89.66 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

Angelo Pusateri

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Tender Mercies Inc

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $425,000
Office - 4,740 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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Pusateri Angelo took out a CONSTRUCTION 1st mortgage in the amount of $340,000.00 through Centerbank. The buyer Pusateri Angelo has a last known mailing address of .
Document Number: 69150
County Land Use: 680-exempt-hospital etc

Property Information
OfficeProperty Type

Property Subtype General
Building SQFT 4,740 SF

Year Built

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 3

Construction Masonry

Typical Floor SF

Units
Single-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.05 Acres
Lot SQFT 2,189 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County Hamilton
Assessed Land $18,893
Assessed Improved $71,820
Assessed Total $90,713
Assessed Year 2020
Tax ID / Apn(s) 008100030089% Currently Occupied

Office Details
Class B
Parking Ratio
Parking Total

Real Estate Taxes $9.94

Marketing Notes

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1413 Central Pkwy1

1413 Central Pkwy, Cincinnati, OH 45214

Transaction Information
12/28/2017Sale Date

Document Number
Sale Price $1,100,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

N/A
Sold Price Per Acres $4,074,074.07 Per Acre
Sale Price Per SQFT $224.49 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
None AvailableTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

Snm Properties Llc
1413 Central Pkwy 
Cincinnati, OH 45214-2814

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Quiggie Properties Llc

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $1,100,000
Office - 4,900 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 121



Document Number: 2017.117738
County Land Use: 447-com-offc bldg 1-2 st
Snm Properties Llc took out a 1st mortgage in the amount of through . The buyer Snm Properties Llc has a last known mailing address of 1413 Central Pkwy Cincinnati, OH 45214-2814.

Property Information
OfficeProperty Type

Property Subtype General
Building SQFT 4,900 SF

Year Built 1900

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 1

Construction

Typical Floor SF

Units
Single-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area CIN - Downtown
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.27 Acres
Lot SQFT 11,627 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County HAMILTON
Assessed Land $63,161
Assessed Improved $288,785
Assessed Total $351,946
Assessed Year 2017
Tax ID / Apn(s) 008100020135,008100020136,00810002

0137
% Currently Occupied

Office Details
Class B
Parking Ratio
Parking Total 18

Real Estate Taxes $33,228.70

Marketing Notes

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1422 Walnut St1

1422 Walnut St, Cincinnati, OH 45202

Transaction Information
02/15/2019Sale Date

Document Number
Sale Price $330,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

$313,500
$16,500
Wyndham Cap MtgSold Price Per Acres $1,736,842.11 Per Acre

Sale Price Per SQFT $73.04 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

Hikel Christopher Lee
34 E 14th St #501 
Cincinnati, OH 45202-7924

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
1401 walnut st llc

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $330,000
Retail - 4,518 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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Document Number: 15127
County Land Use: 401-com-apts, 4-19 units
Christopher Hikel took out a 1st mortgage in the amount of $313,500.00 through Wyndham Cap Mtg. The buyer Christopher Hikel has a last known mailing address of 34 E 14th St #501,Cincinnati, OH 
45202-7924.

Property Information
RetailProperty Type

Property Subtype Mixed Use
Building SQFT 4,518 SF

Year Built 1895

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 3

Construction Brick

Typical Floor SF

Units
Multi-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area CIN - Downtown
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.19 Acres
Lot SQFT 8,229 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County Hamilton
Assessed Land
Assessed Improved
Assessed Total
Assessed Year 2019
Tax ID / Apn(s) 008000010120,008000010119% Currently Occupied

Retail Details
Class
Parking Ratio
Parking Total

Real Estate Taxes

Marketing Notes

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1509 Central Pkwy1

1509 Central Pkwy, Cincinnati , OH 45214

Transaction Information
06/02/2018Sale Date

Document Number
Sale Price $750,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

N/A
Sold Price Per Acres $1,190,476.19 Per Acre
Sale Price Per SQFT $97.96 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

Port Of Greater Cincinnati 
Development A
3 E 4th St #300 
Cincinnati, OH 45202-3745

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Pjc Inc

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $750,000
Retail - 7,656 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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Document Number: 48706
County Land Use: 420-com-small det retail
Port Of Greater Cincinnati Development A took out a 1st mortgage in the amount of through . The buyer Port Of Greater Cincinnati Development A has a last known mailing address of 3 E 4th St 
#300,Cincinnati, OH 45202-3745.

Property Information
RetailProperty Type

Property Subtype
Building SQFT 7,656 SF

Year Built 1920

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 2

Construction

Typical Floor SF

Units
Single-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area CIN - Downtown
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.63 Acres
Lot SQFT 27,443 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County HAMILTON
Assessed Land $16,478
Assessed Improved $10,413
Assessed Total $26,891
Assessed Year 2018
Tax ID / Apn(s) 008100050001% Currently Occupied

Retail Details
Class
Parking Ratio
Parking Total

Real Estate Taxes $2,544.22

Marketing Notes

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1706 Republic Street1

1706 Republic Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202

Transaction Information
09/14/2020Sale Date

Document Number 97794
Sale Price $275,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

$304,000
($29,000)
First Cmnwlt BkSold Price Per Acres $5,500,000.00 Per Acre

Sale Price Per SQFT $74.93 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

Horrorhound Holdings Llc
2170 Gilbert Ave 

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Reckman Properties Ltd

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $275,000
Office - 3,670 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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Horrorhound Holdings Llc took out a 1st mortgage in the amount of $304,000.00 through First Cmnwlt Bk. The buyer Horrorhound Holdings Llc has a last known mailing address of 2170 Gilbert Ave.
Document Number: 97794
County Land Use: 499-com-othr structures

Property Information
OfficeProperty Type

Property Subtype General
Building SQFT 3,670 SF

Year Built 1915

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 2 / 1

Construction Brick

Typical Floor SF

Units
Multi-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.05 Acres
Lot SQFT 2,393 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County Hamilton
Assessed Land $7,760
Assessed Improved $4,750
Assessed Total $12,510
Assessed Year 2020
Tax ID / Apn(s) 009400080230% Currently Occupied

Office Details
Class B
Parking Ratio
Parking Total 0

Real Estate Taxes $1,216.08

Marketing Notes

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1718 Central Pkwy 1

1718 Central Pkwy , Cincinnati , OH 45214

Transaction Information
12/27/2019Sale Date

Document Number
Sale Price $825,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

N/A
Sold Price Per Acres $1,683,673.47 Per Acre
Sale Price Per SQFT $82.50 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price $1,150,000
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT $115.00 Per SF

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

Stc Health Group Otr Llc

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Docks Ptshp Pll

Listing Agent Company Lee & Associates, LLC
Listing Agents Gary S Fisher

513-658-3411
gfisher@lee-associates.com

Sold Price: $825,000
Office - 10,000 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 129



The buyer Stc Health Group Otr Llc has a last known mailing address of .
Document Number: 240
County Land Use: 447-com-offc bldg 1-2 st

Property Information
OfficeProperty Type

Property Subtype
Building SQFT 10,000 SF

Year Built 1968

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 2

Construction

Typical Floor SF

Units
Single-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning CC-A

Market Area
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.49 Acres
Lot SQFT 21,298 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County HAMILTON
Assessed Land $54,065
Assessed Improved $32,746
Assessed Total $86,811
Assessed Year 2019
Tax ID / Apn(s) 009600050005,009600050009,00960005

0008,009600050007,009600050006
% Currently Occupied

Office Details
Class B
Parking Ratio
Parking Total 30

Real Estate Taxes $8,193.74

Marketing Notes
120/240V Single Phase and 240V Delta Three Phase Service On Site, Climate Controlled Throughout, 9'9"+/- Ceiling height, Working Dumb Waiter, Four (4) Restrooms - Two (2) on Each Level, Secured 
Parking for 30 (behind the building) with Drive-In Garage/Storage/Shop, Zoned Commercial (CC-A) - Allows for a Broad Range of Uses, Ohio Opportunity Zone:Tract 16; Potential Tax Incentives 
Available, Mix of Private and Open Offices, Service Space, Storage, Drive in Garage, Suitable for Medical, Dental, Office, Retail, Service, Distribution, Mfg and more, Well-Maintained Property Ready for a 
New User for the 21st Century

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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1810 Vine St 1

1810 Vine St, Cincinnati, OH 45202

Transaction Information
04/30/2020Sale Date

Document Number 45937
Sale Price $300,000

Loan Type Other

Sale Type Other

Loan Amount
Down Payment
Lender

N/A
Sold Price Per Acres $1,153,846.15 Per Acre
Sale Price Per SQFT $103.09 Per SF

Excise Tax

Asking Price Negotiable
Attorney OnlyTitle CompanyAsking Price Per SQFT

Buyer & Seller Contact Information
True Buyer ContactRecorded Buyer

Nassau Avenue Investments Llc

Buyers Agent Company
Buyers Agents

True Seller ContactRecorded Seller
Morris Custom Homes Llc

Listing Agent Company
Listing Agents

Sold Price: $300,000
Multi-Family - 2,910 SF

Financing Information

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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The buyer Nassau Avenue Investments Llc has a last known mailing address of .
Document Number: 45937
County Land Use: 404-com-retail,apts over
MULTI-PARCEL SALE. 0.51 acres. APNs: 094-0005-0315-00, 094-0005-0314-00

Property Information
Multi-FamilyProperty Type

Property Subtype
Building SQFT 2,910 SF

Year Built 1865

Building Status EXISTING

Office SF
Industrial SF
Retail SFBuildings / Floors 1 / 3

Construction

Typical Floor SF

Units
Multi-TenantOccupancy TypeZoning

Market Area
Condomimium No

Lot Acres 0.26 Acres
Lot SQFT 11,326 SF

Transaction Notes

Income & Expenses 
Gross Income
Total Expenses
Net Income
Cap Rate
Vacancy Rate

County Assessment
County HAMILTON
Assessed Land $5,635
Assessed Improved $13,615
Assessed Total $19,250
Assessed Year 2020
Tax ID / Apn(s) 009400050315% Currently Occupied

Multi-Family Details
Class
Parking Ratio
Parking Total

Real Estate Taxes $1,863.22

Marketing Notes

Unit Mix
Unit Type # of Units Avg SQFT Rate

This information supplied herein is from sources we deem reliable. It is provided without any representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied as to its accuracy. Prospective Buyer or Tenant should conduct an independent investigation and verification of 
all matters deemed to be material, including, but not limited to, statements of income and expenses. Consult your attorney, accountant, or other prof. advisor.

Carter Stephens

631-704-2257
cstephens@ohioequities.com

6/29/2021

NAI Ohio Equities, Realtors 605 S. Front St., Suite #200, Columbus, OH 43215 | 614-224-2400
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Investment Information

Office Information

Cincinnati, OH 45202 - Clifton/Midtown Submarket
13,500 SF Class C Loft/Creative Space Building  Built in 1880
Property is for sale at $1,250,000 ($92.59/SF)

216-222 W 15th St1

Sale Price:

Cap Rate:
Price/SF:

Sale Status:

$1,250,000

-
$92.59

Active

Days On Market: 778

Sale Type: Owner User
Sale Conditions: -

Bldg Type:
RBA:Class: % Leased:

Office
13,500 SFC 0.0%

Bldg Status: Built 1880

13,500 SFBldg Vacant:
13,500 SFTotal Avail:

Typical Floor Size: 4,500 SF
-Building FAR:

Elevators: -
Core Factor -

Zoning: -
Owner Occupied:

-
Stories: 3

Land Area:

No
Owner Type: Individual

Tenancy: Single Tenant

081-0002-0458Parcel Number:

Copyrighted report licensed to NAI Ohio Equities LLC - 1127429.
6/29/2021

Page  1
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Investment Information

Office Information

Cincinnati, OH 45202 - Clifton/Midtown Submarket
5,317 SF Class C Office/Residential Building  Built in 1847
Property is for sale at $399,000 ($75.04/SF)

1600 Sycamore St2

Sale Price:

Cap Rate:
Price/SF:

Sale Status:

$399,000

-
$75.04

Active

Days On Market: 5

Sale Type: Investment
Sale Conditions: -

Bldg Type:
RBA:Class: % Leased:

Office
5,317 SFC 100.0%

Bldg Status: Built 1847

0 SFBldg Vacant:
0 SFTotal Avail:

Typical Floor Size: 1,772 SF
1.53Building FAR:

Elevators: -
Core Factor -

Zoning: RM-0.7
Owner Occupied:

0.08 AC
Stories: 3

Land Area:

No
Owner Type: Individual

Tenancy: Single Tenant

086-0002-0227Parcel Number:

 Ratio of 0.00/1,000 SFParking:

Copyrighted report licensed to NAI Ohio Equities LLC - 1127429.
6/29/2021

Page  2
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Investment Information

Center Information

Cincinnati, OH 45210 - Clifton/Midtown Submarket
5,400 SF Retail Storefront Retail/Residential Building  Built in 1870
Property is for sale at $549,000 ($101.67/SF)

1702 Vine St3

Sale Price:

Cap Rate:
Price/SF:

Sale Status:

$549,000

-
$101.67

Active

Days On Market: 197

Sale Type: Investment Or Owner User
Sale Conditions: Redevelopment Project

Center Type:

Owner Type:
Bldg Status:

Bldg Vacant:

Storefront Retail/Residential

No
Built 1870

5,400 SF
Total Avail: 5,400 SF

For SaleRent/SF/Yr:
0.0%% Leased:

Stories: 3
-Elevators:

Owner Occupied: No -Lot Dimensions:

Center Size: 5,400 SF
Zoning: CC-P

Land Area: 0.11 AC

Tenancy: Multiple Tenant CAM: -

None -Loading Docks: Ceiling Height:

Street Frontage: 29 feet on Vine St

Parcel Number: 094-0007-0018

Copyrighted report licensed to NAI Ohio Equities LLC - 1127429.
6/29/2021

Page  3
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

 

 

  

 

May 24th, 2021 

 

Structural Systems Repair Group 

2824 Stanton Avenue 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45206 

 

Attn: Mr. Kevin Schubert 

 Re: 1416-1418 Central Parkway 

Project No. 21182.01 

 

Dear Kevin: 

At your request, a site visit was made to the structures located at 1416-1418 Central Parkway in 

Cincinnati, Ohio on the morning of March 4th, 2021.  The purpose of the visit was to observe the 

existing condition of the structure and foundation and provide general repair recommendations and 

concepts for potential future development. 

Per the Hamilton County Auditor’s website, the structures were initially built in 1900.  The structures 

consist of multi-wythe brick masonry bearing walls with wood joists spanning side-to-side (north-south) 

and center bearing lines consisting of multiply wood beams spanning front-to-back (east-west) 

supported on cast iron (assumed) columns and wood stud bearing walls. 

In general, the building is in poor to fair condition.  The following summarizes the findings from the site 

observation. 

Exterior 

• Parging appears to be covering soft brick and water damage.  This parging should be removed and the 

brick work repaired as needed. Due to the removal of the parging those areas may require up to 50% 

brick replacement and 100% tuckpointing.  Other areas that are just painted may require up to 20% 

brick replacement and 50% tuckpointing based on some of the conditions observed. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

3rd Floor Space 

• Significant cracking in the masonry wall was observed.  This crack appears to have been poorly repaired 

and patched over the years. We recommend this portion of the wall be retoothed together replacing 

soft and damaged bricks as they are uncovered. 

   
• Existing fire damage was noted at one location. We recommend repairing and/or replacing any 

compromised bricks and/or rafters in this area. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

• Soft brick/water damage was noted in a couple locations.  We recommend replacing the soft and 

spalling bricks and tuckpointing the joints as needed. We estimate up to 5% brick replacement and 10% 

tuckpointing. 

 
• Stair and handrail not code compliant. We recommend reconfiguring the stair to replace with a code 

compliant stair if this area were to be used in the potential future development. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

Roof 

• The existing failed, cracked & loose coping should be replaced and made watertight. 

 
 

Main Levels & General Conditions Throughout 

• There are currently wood lintels at all exterior wall openings.  These should all be replaced with new 

precast concrete or galvanized steel lintels. 

• Soft brick/water damaged brick was noted at several locations. At the front (west) wall the damage is so 

severe that we recommend rebuilding the wall due to the significant damage to the brick noted inside 

and out.  Other areas we expect up to 50% brick replacement and 100% tuckpointing. 

• The existing masonry tie rods are improperly installed. They need to be replaced with properly installed 

ties within the floor/ceiling cavity along both the front (west) and side (south) wall. 

• The brick wythes appear to have separated as well.  We recommend installing helix ties at 16”o.c. each 

way to prevent any further separation of the wythes. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

• There is an existing multiply wood beam spanning approximately 27 feet.  This is inadequate for most 

commercial uses and will require reinforcement by sistering either LVL’s or steel channels to each side. 

 
 

 

Basement – Concrete Area 

• Concrete beam repair required at exposed rebar/concrete spalls/poor patches. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

Rubble Stone Foundation Walls 

• The rubble stone foundation wall is severely undermined at the northeast corner of the structure. We 

recommend bench underpinning to prevent any future movement of the wall.  For estimating purposes 

assume a 5’-0” x 5’-0” concrete bench along the undermined portions of wall. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

Basement Wood Framing 

• Rotted and compromised joists were noted throughout the basement (1st floor framing).  We 

recommend reinforcing by sistering up to 50% of the joists and replacing up to 25% of the joists. 

• The existing post and beam lines appear inadequate.  The bearing at several locations has been 

compromised and some of the footings are questionable, if not completely inadequate. In an effort to 

level the floors and provide adequate capacity for a commercial development we recommend replacing 

all posts and footings. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

 
 

Basement Floor/Subbasement 

• There is a significant void under the wood basement floor (measuring up to 7 feet deep at some 

locations).  This void is a big unknown with no viable commercial use.  We recommend filling all 

subbasement voids with lean concrete or replace all wood basement floor framing. 
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1527 Madison Road   Cincinnati, Ohio  45206  (513) 396-8900   

All Useable Floors 

• It is assumed that regardless of the use all floors will receive some form of gypcrete/leveling compound 

to provide a level finished surface for new flooring.  Due to this anticipated extra weight, we 

recommend accounting for a minimum of 50% of the joists requiring sisters to be installed selectively as 

the use and finish is determined. 

Rear (East) Garage Doors 

• The rear (East) garage doors appear to have been installed sometime after the initial construction.  It is 

unclear what impact this had on the lateral force resisting system, which should be further analyzed if 

the building is to be brought into compliance with the current building code.  Worst case, the addition of 

a steel moment resisting frame may be necessary to provide the code required lateral resistance due to 

the size and spacing of these openings. 

 

In conclusion, the proceeding information has been compiled as a guide to determine the economic 

feasibility to reuse/redevelop the existing properties located at 1416-1418 Central Parkway in 

Cincinnati, Ohio.  This report is limited to the conditions observed at the noted address.  This 

investigation was performed using visual techniques for the site observations.  No finishes were 

removed for the investigation and no material testing was performed.  No testing of the soils was 

performed.  Any conclusion or interpretation taken by others based on this report is not the 

responsibility of AGE, Inc.  The conclusions in this report are based on our experience as a structural 

engineer in the Greater Cincinnati Area.   

Thank you for contacting our office to help with this matter.  If we can be of further assistance, please 

do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Josh Tolchinsky, P.E. 

 Advantage Group Engineers, Inc. 
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May 27, 2021 
1416-1418 Central Stabilization 

- 1 - 

 

 

 

May 27, 2021 
 
 

 

 

Subject: 1416-1418 Central Ave Stabilization 
 
 
 
Proposed Scope of Work: 
Includes all necessary Safety, Labor, Equipment and Materials for the below described repair items 
 
Basement:  

1. Demo existing floor leading to sub-basement 
2. Leancrete form and fill entire sub-basement 

a. Stabilization of foundation 
3. Form, reinforce, and place new 4’’ Concrete Slab on Grade above Leancrete fill 
4. Demo Existing Post and Beam Systems entirely 

a. Beam ends are deteriorated – posts and footings are failing 
5. Install new Post and Beam Systems with new footings 
6. Underpinning at Northeast corner where stone foundation has been undermined 
7. Patch existing concrete beam where spalling and cracking 

First Floor Framing: 
1. Sister 50% of joists 
2. Replace 50% of joists 
3. Install Wall Ties 4’ on center 

First Floor Interior 
1. 50% Brick Replacement 
2. 50% Tuck-pointing 
3. Install Helifix anchors 

2nd Floor Framing 
1. Sister 50% of Joists 
2. Replace 25% of joists 
3. Sister Existing Beam with LVL on each side 
4. Install Wall Ties 4’ on center 

2nd Floor Interior 
1. 50% Brick Replacement 
2. 50% Tuck-pointing 
3. Install Helifix anchors 

2nd Floor/Roof Framing 
1. Sister 50% of joists 
2. Replace 25% of joists 
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May 27, 2021 
1416-1418 Central Stabilization 

- 2 - 

 

 

3rd Floor Interior 
1. Demo and rebuild portion of wall where previously repaired 
2. 50% Brick Replace 
3. 50% Tuck-point 

3rd Floor Roof Framing 
1. Sister 50% of joists 
2. Replace 50% of joists 
3. Install Wall Ties 4’ on center 

Roof 
1. Replace existing coping and place with non-shrink grout 
2. Caulk seams 

Exterior 
1. Remove parging coat 100% 
2. Replace Brick 50% 
3. Tuck-point 100% 

Miscellaneous 
1. Code Compliant stairs from 2 to 3 
2. Fire rated walls to enclose stairs 
3. Extend Fire Escape 
4. Type X Wall Framing 
5. Sprinkler add. No Fire Pump  
6. Remove and replace lintels at all openings 
7. CDF fill in subbasement 
8. Remove subbasement flooring  
9. Demo Existing Window Infills 
10. New Windows  

 
 
Total Price for above scope of work:       ....................................................................................... $1,345,688 
General Conditions (10%):      ........................................................................................................... $134,569 
Contingency (15%):       ..................................................................................................................... $222,039 
Fee (8%):       ..................................................................................................................................... $136,184 
CAT (.26%) ........................................................................................................................................ $4,780 
Total Opinion of Probable Construction Cost:  .............................................................. $1,843,259  

       

Cost Breakdown by Scope 
1.   Basement ............................................................................................................................. $255,022 
2.   Framing ............................................................................................................................... $199,612 
3.   Interior ................................................................................................................................. $177,259 
11. Exterior Masonry ................................................................................................................. $316,995 
12. Miscellaneous  .................................................................................................................... $396,800 
13. GCs/GRs/Contingency & Fees .......................................................................................... $497,571 
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May 27, 2021 
1416-1418 Central Stabilization 

- 3 - 

 

 

UNIT PRICES – Openings and Infills 
1. Demo existing window infill - $950 
2. Possible uses cost per Square Foot Buildout 

• Residential - $195/sf - $215/sf 
• Office - $150/sf - $175/sf 
• Retail - $125/sf - $140/sf 

 
 
Clarifications: 

1. Assumes free, clear and unrestricted access to all work areas concurrently 
2. On site water and electric to be used and provided by owner 
3. Assumes site storage 
4. Sales taxes included 
5. General cleaning is included, but final cleaning is excluded 
6. Assumes normal working hours 
7. Fire pump is not included if needed for sprinklers 

 

Exclusions: 
1. Permits 
2. Painting and other finishes, unless noted otherwise above 
3. Abatement or remediation 
4. Engineering fees 
5. Prevailing wage rates 
6. Pumping, dewatering, or by-pass pumping 
7. Bonds and Builder’s Risk insurance 
8. Testing and Inspections 
9. Weather protection and temporary heat 
10. Window cleaning and/or protection 
11. Tenting of work area 
12. Relocating any equipment, mechanical and or electrical items 
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ATTACHMENT B- STAFF ATTACHMENTS 

1. Ordinances Establishing OTR Local Historic District South and then Combined 
2. Pages from 2014 National Register Nomination concerning properties 1416-1430 

Central Parkway 
3. Assessing Economic Hardship Article - By Julia Miller 
4. Economic Analysis from Department of Community and Economic Development 

(DCED) 
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south is Shute Alley, which separates 1208 Central Parkway from another contributing building, 222 
West 1ih Street. To the east is a smaller single-story industrial building set back from the sidewalk. The 
building is two stories everywhere but the northeast quadrant, where it steps down to one story. Current 
tenants include a graphic design firm, photography studio, and manufacturer of marble tiles and 
accessories. 

The overall appearance of the building is restrained and utilitarian, with a simple composition of aligned 
window bays and near symmetry. The primary elevations (to the north and west) are fronted with face 
brick that turns the comer at Shute Alley for the length of approximately ten feet (photo # 15). This 
contiguous portion offa9ade rests upon a smooth-faced sandstone plinth extending up to the top of the 
first floor window sills. Above the plinth is dark red face brick, with water tables aligning with the sill 
(rowlock course) and head (soldier course)ofthe second story windows, as well as another soldier course 
water table directly below the sandstone belt course at the base of the parapet. The parapet is topped with 
sandstone coping. 

The building retains its original steel casement windows with divided lights. Above, are steel lintels. 
There are two main entrances at the west fa9ade on Central Parkway, located in step with the two central 
window bays. The south entry is a double-leaf door with single transom above. The north entry is a 
single-leaf door with transom and side-lights that terminate at the top of the sandstone plinth. The doors 
are not original, although in both cases the windows appear to be. The north fa9ade includes a similarly 
centered single door with side-lights and transom at the westernmost window bay, and then two 
atypically configured openings at the east side (where the building drops down to one story) (photo #16). 
The western entry is a double-door that infills a much larger opening in the masonry. To the east is a 
single door with wood-infilled transom and no side-lights. 

Constructed in 1923, this was one of many buildings on Central Parkway built to house film-industry 
businesses. The Williams Cincinnati Business Directory lists Vitagraph Films and Warner Brothers 
Pictures as tenants throughout the 1930s. 

14. 1416 Central Parkway 
1900 
Contributing 
Parcel # 081-0002-0205-00 
Photos#17, 18,19,22 

Constructed in 1900, 1416 Central Parkway is a two-story painted smooth stucco and masonry building 
in a muted Spanish Colonial Revival style. A small portion of the building extends up to a third story on 
the rear southeast comer. The fa9ade (west elevation) is located on the right-of-way of Central 
Parkway (photo #17). The south elevation is located on the right-of-way of Magnolia Street. The 
building is adjacent to a contributing building, 1420 Central Parkway, to the north (photo # 19 and 22). 
To the east ofthe building is a small parking lot. According to the 1904 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map for 
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Cincinnati, the building housed the New Standard Laundry Company in 1904 which was a steam laundry 
company. 

The building has a rectangular footprint and has a parged foundation. The fa~ade and western portion of 
the south elevation have a smooth painted finish while the rest of the walls are painted masonry. The 
building features decorative plaster friezes with a floral motif centered on the fa~ade near the roofline 
and decorative plaster medallions placed below the roofline at the comers on the facade and south 
elevation and centered on the south elevation. The fa~ade features a stepped parapet topped with stone 
caps, and decorative urns are placed at the comers of the building and on the center parapet. Some of the 
decorative urns appear to be missing. 

The two-floors of the fa~ade were historically separated by a simple storefront lintel which has been 
replaced or covered with modem signage. There are two recessed entrances on first floor of the fa~ade 
and one near the center of the south elevation. Painted six-panel wood doors remain behind metal gates 
in both openings. The fa~ade (west elevation) has a mixture of single and paired double-hung windows 
on the first and second floors. The original wood windows remain on the first floor behind metal 
security grilles, but the windows have been replaced on the second story. The painted stone window 
sills remain at all of the openings. 

The historic door opening on the south elevation has been infilled to fit a smaller newer metal door. The 
first floor window openings on the south elevation have all been infilled with masonry and newer air 
vents. There are four paired window openings on the second floor. The two single window openings on 
the east end ofthe second story have been infilled with masonry as well as one of the two window 
openings on the third story. The stone sills have been removed from most of the infilled openings but 
remain at the second story window openings and the remaining third story window opening. An air 
conditioning unit has been hung below the eastern second floor window opening. A painted fire escape 
is located at the east end of the second story on this elevation and wraps around to the rear (east) 
elevation. 

The rear (east) elevation has two pedestrian entrances with newer metal doors and three larger vehicular 
entrances with metal garage doors on the first floor (photo # 18). There is one double-hung window and 
one small one-light window on the second story of the southern half of the east elevation. The north half 
of the rear elevation steps back at the second story and the second story portion of the elevation has been 
covered in siding. 

Although many of the openings on the building have been altered, the historic character and massing of 
the building have been preserved. The historic windows have been replaced throughout most of the 
building, but the historic opening sizes and locations have been maintained on the primary (west) 
elevation. 
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Constructed in 1900, 1420 Central Parkway is a three-story brick industrial style building. The primary 
(west) elevation is located on the right-of-way of Central Parkway. It is adjacent to a contributing 
building, 1416 Central Parkway, to the south (photo # 17). To the east (rear) of the building is a small 
parking lot. According to the City of Cincinnati Sanborn Insurance maps and the 1926-27 Williams' 
Cincinnati directory, this building housed the Queen City Welding Company. The building most 
recently housed a machinery store that sold power tools and equipment. The building maintains integrity 
of form, character, and materials although the windows have been replaced and some window openings 
have been infilled. 

1420 Central Parkway has a rectangular footprint. It stands three stories high at the front and two stories 
at the rear (east). The south elevation extends up to become a parapet, rising above the roof that slopes 
down from south to north and sheds water to the newer aluminum gutters along north roofline. The 
sloped roof is concealed by the parapet at the front (west) elevation. The roofs are covered in a 
composite material and are not visible from the ground. 

The building is simply detailed. The fa9ade is painted brick with a painted stone foundation (photo # 19 
and 22). The building is similarly detailed as 532 Reading Road and features arched window and door 
openings with brick segmental arch lintels above on the fa<;ade. The fa<;ade is topped with a simply 
detailed brick entablature with a newer aluminum gutter above where the historic cornice would have 
been. The first floor of the fa<;ade is comprised of a pedestrian entrance on the northern end, a double
hung window with a stone sill in the center and a larger historic cart or wagon entrance on the east end. 
The doors have been replaced with a newer metal door in the pedestrian opening and a metal garage door 
in the larger opening. The window opening and the transom opening above the pedestrian entrance on 
the first floor have been infilled. The upper two floors of the fa<;ade are comprised of single double
hung windows with painted stone sills. The windows have been replaced throughout the building with 
newer vinyl windows. 

Only the front third story portion of the south elevation is visible above the adjacent building. A newer 
billboard sign covers this elevation. The north elevation has a painted textured parged finish. The 
secondary northern elevation originally had arched window openings on the first and second floor and 
rectangular openings on the third floor. The first floor window openings have been infilled with 
recessed painted CMU. The second and third floors have paired double-hung windows. The painted 
stone sills remain on all the floors and the painted stone lintels remain above the third floor window 
openings. 

The rear (east) elevation also has a painted textured parged finish. A larger opening with a newer metal 
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rolling garage door is located on the southern end of the first floor. A small window opening has been 
infilled on the northern half of the first floor. There are two double-hung windows on the second floor. 
The building steps back at the third floor of the east elevation. This third story east elevation is covered 
in siding and has two double-hung windows. The painted stone sills and lintels remain at all of the 
window openings on the first and second floors. 

16. 1424 Central Parkway 
ca.1943 
Non-contributing 
Parcel #081-0002-0202-00 
Photos #19, 22 

The Williams Directories for Cincinnati place the construction of this building at 1943, which is outside 
the expanded Period of Significance. As a result, it is non-contributing. 

17. 1430 Central Parkway 
ca. 1930; 1961 
Contributing 
Parcels # 081-0002-0200-90 and 081-0002-020 1-90 
Photos #20, 21, 22 

This Neo-Classical Revival style two-story unpainted brick building was constructed in 1924. The 
building occupies the northwest corner of the block (photo #20). The north elevation is located on the 
right-of-way of West 15th Street (photo #21 ). The west elevation is on the right-of-way of Central 
Parkway. The building is adjacent to a non-contributing building, 1424 Central Parkway, to the south. 
To the east of the building is a small parking lot. According to the Sanborn Map of 1933, the building 
originally housed a Jewish Social Services Agency. It is currently occupied by the Metropolitan Baptist 
Church. 

The original building has a rectangular footprint. According to the Hamilton County Auditor, a one
story non-historic brick and siding addition was constructed in 1961 off of the south elevation. The 
building still has a high level of integrity because the addition only covers less than half of the secondary 
south elevation and almost all of the other historic elements of the building are intact (photo #22). The 
original building has a smooth painted stone foundation and brick walls. The walls extend up past the 
roof as parapet walls. There is one unpainted brick chimney on the southeast corner of the building. 
The new addition has primarily brick walls with some sections clad in siding. The addition also has a 
flat roof hidden behind parapet walls. Both roofs are covered in a composite material. 

The building features an elaborate entrance on the north and west elevation. The entrances are bound by 
Corinthian pilasters on pedestals supporting a plain entablature and arched dentiled pediment above. 
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The building also has a decorative brick soldier course above the first floor windows and a tall, but 
simply detailed metal cornice above the second story windows on all of the elevations. The building has 
the original six-over-six double-hung windows with stone sills on all of the elevations. 

18. 1544 Central Parkway 
1870, 1923, 1947, 1960 
Contributing 
Parcel# 081-0001-0033-00 
Photos #23, 24, 48 

1544 Central Parkway is a two-story industrial/commercial building. It is bound by Kemp Alley to the 
north, Central Parkway to the west, and Wade Street to the south. A small parking lot is located behind 
the building to the east. The building is comprised of two adjacent and connected structures (photo 
#23). The northern structure was constructed around 1870 as the Windisch-Muhlhauser/Lion Brewery 
stables. In 1923, the Cincinnati Association for the Welfare of the Blind (CAWB) purchased the 
building and built an addition to the south. The building housed the CA WB headquarters and contract 
shop in the northern structure and a broom factory for blind employees in the southern section until 
1968. More recently, from 1968 to 2010, the building housed Melbro Color Services' printing business. 

The original ca. 1870 structure has brick load-bearing walls and a parged masonry foundation. The east 
and west elevation walls extend above a low-pitched roof covered with composite material. The roof 
drains to the north to a new aluminum gutter. An elevator penthouse is located near the southeast comer 
of the roof and a tall chimney is located near the center of the north edge of the roof. The 1923 structure 
has reinforced concrete walls clad in brick that extend on all sides above a flat roof covered with 
composite material. There is a chimney located near the center of the east edge of the roof. 

The ca. 1870 structure's fa9ade (west elevation) was replaced sometime in the 1940s. The replacement 
fa9ade consists of limestone cladding with granite panels surrounding the recessed front entry. Windows 
openings on the first and second floors of the fa9ade are large openings infilled with glass block, and the 
entry doors are double-leaf metal doors. Signage for "Digital Express" is located above the entryway on 
the facade. The fa9ade (west elevation) of the 1923 addition features one narrow entry bay on the north 
and two wider window bays on the south of the elevation. The walls are red brick that extend up past 
the roof as stepped parapet walls between the bays. There are stone medallions and stone caps along the 
parapet walls. The bays historically featured large window openings on both floors, common in 1920s 
commercial buildings. The window openings on the first floor have been bricked-in, with parts of the 
deteriorated sash remaining on certain sections of the interior. The historic industrial metal window 
sashes remain in the wider bays ofthe second floor, but are damaged and the glass panes removed. The 
northern bay on the second floor, above the front entrance, is bricked-in with a small replacement 
aluminum window. Historic stone pilasters are on either wide of the door supporting a simple cornice 
and toplight above. The historic door has been replaced with a metal door, and covered with painted 
plywood. 
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Assessing Economic Hardship Claims
under historic preservation ordinances

By Julia Miller

istoric preservation ordinances in effect around the
country often include a process for administrative

relief from preservation restriction in situations of "econom-
ic hardship."  Under typical economic hardship procedures,
an applicant may apply for a "certificate of economic hard-
ship" after a preservation commission has denied his or her
request to alter or demolish a historic property protected
under a preservation ordinance.  In support of an applica-
tion for relief on economic hardship grounds, the applicant
must submit evidence sufficient to enable the decision mak-
ing body to render a decision.  The type of evidence
required is generally spelled out in preservation ordinances
or interpreting regulations.  The burden of proof is on the
applicant. 

The exact meaning of the term "economic hardship"
depends on how the standard is defined in the ordinance.
Under many preservation ordinances economic hardship is
defined as consistent with the legal standard for an uncon-
stitutional regulatory taking, which requires a property
owner to establish that he or she has been denied all reason-
able beneficial use or return on the property as a result of
the commission's denial of a permit for alteration or demoli-
tion.

Requests for relief on economic hardship grounds are usual-
ly decided by historic preservation commissions, although
some preservation ordinances allow the commission's deci-
sion to be appealed to the city council.  In some jurisdic-
tions, the commission may be assisted by a hearing officer.
A few localities have established a special economic review
panel, comprised of members representing both the devel-
opment and preservation community.

Economic Impact
In acting upon an application for a certificate of economic
hardship, a commission is required to determine whether
the economic impact of a historic preservation law, as
applied to the property owner, has risen to the level of eco-
nomic hardship.  Thus, the first and most critical step in
understanding economic hardship is to understand how to
evaluate economic impact.

Commissions should look at a variety of factors in evaluat-
ing the economic impact of a proposed action on a particu-
lar property.  Consideration of expenditures alone will not
provide a complete or accurate picture of economic impact,
whether income-producing property or owner-occupied resi-
dential property.  Revenue, vacancy rates, operating expens-
es, financing, tax incentives, and other issues are all rele-
vant considerations.  With respect to income-producing
property, economic impact is generally measured by look-
ing at the effect of a particular course of action on a proper-
ty's overall value or return.  This approach allows a com-
mission to focus on the 'bottom line' of the transaction
rather than on individual expenditures.

In addition to economic impact, the Supreme Court has said
that "reasonable" or "beneficial use" of the property is also
an important factor.  Thus, in evaluating an economic hard-
ship claim based on the constitutional standard for a regula-
tory taking, commissions will need to consider an owner's
ability to continue to carry out the traditional use of the
property, or whether another viable use for the property
remains.  In Penn Central Transportation Co. v. City of New
York, 438 U.S. 104 (1978), the landmark decision uphold-
ing the use of preservation ordinances to regulate historic
property, the Supreme Court found that a taking did not
arise because the owner could continue to use its property
as a railroad station.

The Supreme Court has also said that the applicant's "reason-
able investment-backed expectations" should be taken into
consideration.  Although the meaning of this phrase has not
been delineated with precision, it is clear that "reasonable"
expectations do not include those that are contrary to law.
Thus, an applicant's expectation of demolishing a historic
property subject to a preservation ordinance at the time of
purchase (or subject to the likelihood of designation and reg-
ulation) may not be considered "reasonable."  Also pertinent
is whether the owner's objectives were realistic given the
condition of the property at the time of purchase, or whether
the owner simply overpaid for the property.  Under takings
law, government is not required to compensate property own-
ers for bad business decisions.  Nor is the government
required to guarantee a return on a speculative investment.
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Commissions may also be able to take into account whether
the alleged hardship is "self created."  Clearly relevant is
whether the value of the property declined or rehabilitation
expenses increased because the owner allowed the building
to deteriorate.

Application of the takings standard in the context of invest-
ment or income-producing property is usually fairly
straightforward.  The issue can be more complex, however,
in situations involving hardship claims raised by homeown-
ers.  In the context of homeownership, it is extremely diffi-
cult for an applicant to meet the standard for a regulatory
taking, that is, to establish that he or she has been denied all
reasonable use of the property.  When a commission insists
that houses be painted rather than covered with vinyl siding,
and windows be repaired rather than replaced, the applicant
can still live in the house.  The fact that these repairs may
be more costly is not enough.  Even if extensive rehabilita-
tion is required, the applicant must show that the house can-
not be sold "as is," or that the fair market value of the prop-
erty in its current condition plus rehabilitation expenditures
will exceed the fair market value of the house upon rehabil-
itation.  See City of Pittsburgh v. Weinberg, 676 A.2d 207
(Pa.1996).  It is also important to note that "investment-
backed expectations" are different in the context of home
ownership, owners often invest in home improvements or
renovations without the expectation of recouping the full
cost of the improvement in the form of increased property
value.

In addressing hardship claims involving historic homes,
commissions must be careful to be objective and consistent
in their approach.  Otherwise, a commission may undermine
the integrity of its preservation program and raise due
process concerns as well.  Ideally, grant money, tax relief,
and other programs should be made available to historic
homeowners who need financial assistance.

Special standards for economic hardship may apply to non-
profit organizations.  Because these entities serve charitable
rather than commercial purposes, it is appropriate to focus
on the beneficial use of their property, rather than rate of
return, taking into account the particular circumstances of
the owner (i.e., the obligation to serve a charitable purpose).
In such situations, hardship analysis generally entails look-
ing at a distinct set of questions, such as:  the organization's
charitable purpose, whether the regulation interferes with
the organization's ability to carry out its charitable purpose,
the condition of the building and the need and cost for
repairs, and whether the organization can afford to pay for
the repairs, if required.  (Note, however, that while consid-

eration of financial impact may be appropriate, a nonprofit
organization is not entitled to relief simply on the basis that
it could raise or retain more money without the restriction.)

The Proceeding
Under a typical hardship process, the applicant will be
required to submit specific evidence in support of his or her
claim.  Once a completed application has been filed, a hear-
ing will be scheduled, at which time the applicant generally
presents expert testimony in support of the economic hard-
ship claim on issues such as the structural integrity of the
historic building, estimated costs of rehabilitation, and the
projected market value of the property after rehabilitation.
Once the applicant has presented its case, parties in opposi-
tion or others may then present their own evidence.  The
commission may also bring in its own expert witnesses to
testify.  As noted above, the burden of proof rests on the
property owner.

In hearing economic hardship matters, commissions must
be prepared to make a legally defensible decision based on
all the evidence presented.  In the event of conflicting
expert testimony, which is often the case in economic hard-
ship proceedings, the commission will need to weigh the
evidence, making specific findings on the relative credibili-
ty or competency of expert witnesses.

In evaluating the evidence, the commission should ask itself
five distinct questions:

1. Is the evidence sufficient? Does the commission have all
the information it needs to understand the entire picture, or
is something missing.  The application is not complete
unless all the required information has been submitted.  If
additional information is needed, ask for it.
2. Is the evidence relevant? Weed out any information that
is not relevant to the issue of economic hardship in the case
before you.  Commissions may be given more information
than they need or information that is not germane to the
issues, such as how much money the project could make if
the historic property were demolished.  The property owner
is not entitled to the highest and best use of the property.
3. Is the evidence competent? Make an assessment as to
whether the evidence establishes what it purports to show.
4. Is the evidence credible? Consider whether the evidence
is believable.  For example, ask whether the figures make
sense.  A commission will need to take into consideration
the source of the evidence and its reliability.  (If the evi-
dence is based on expert testimony, the commission should
determine whether the expert is biased or qualified on the
issue being addressed.  For example, it may matter whether
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a contractor testifying on rehabilitation expenditures actual-
ly has experience in doing historic rehabilitations.)
5. Is the evidence consistent? Look for inconsistencies in
the testimony or the evidence submitted.  Request that
inconsistencies be explained.  If there is contradictory evi-
dence, the commission needs to determine which evidence
is credible and why.

In many instances the applicant’s own evidence will fail to
establish economic hardship.  However, in some situations,
the question may be less clear.  The participation of preser-
vation organizations in economic hardship proceedings can
be helpful in developing the record.  Commissions should
also be prepared to hire or obtain experts of their own.  For
example, if a property owner submits evidence from a
structural engineer that the property is structurally unsound,
the commission may need to make an independent determi-
nation, through the use of a governmental engineer or other
qualified expert, as to the accuracy of that information.  It
may be impossible to evaluate the credibility or competency
of information submitted without expert advice.

The record as a whole becomes exceedingly important if the
case goes to court.  Under most standards of judicial review,
a decision will be upheld if it is supported by substantial
evidence.  Thus, in conducting administrative proceedings,
it is important that evidence provides a true and accurate
story of the facts and circumstances and that the commis-
sion's decision is based directly on that evidence.

EVIDENTIARY CHECKLIST
The following checklist may serve as a useful tool for local

commissions and other regulatory agencies considering eco-
nomic hardship claims:

1. Current level of economic return:
• Amount paid for the property, date of purchase, party from  

whom purchased, and relationship between the owner of 
record, the applicant, and person from whom property was 
purchased,

• Annual gross and net income from the property for the  
previous three years; itemized operating and maintenance 
expenses for the previous three years, and depreciation 
deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt ser-
vice, if any, during the same period,

• Remaining balance on the mortgage or other financing 
secured by the property and annual debt-service, if any, 
during the prior three years,

• Real estate taxes for the previous four years and assessed  
value of the property according to the two most recent 

assessed valuations,
• All appraisals obtained within the last two years by the 

owner or applicant in connection with the purchase, 
financing, or ownership of the property,

• Form of ownership or operation of the property, whether 
sole proprietorship, for-profit or not-for-profit corporation, 
limited partnership, joint venture, or other,

• Any state or federal income tax returns relating to the 
property for the last two years.

2. Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and 
offers received, if any within the previous two years,   
including testimony and relevant documents regarding:

• Any real estate broker or firm engaged to sell or lease the 
property,

• Reasonableness of price or rent sought by the applicant,
• Any advertisements placed for the sale or rent of the prop-

erty.

3. Feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could 
earn a reasonable economic return:

• Report from a licensed engineer or architect with experi
ence in rehabilitation as to the structural soundness of any 
buildings on the property and their suitability for rehabili-
tation.

• Cost estimates for the proposed construction, alteration, 
demolition, or removal, and an estimate of any additional 
cost that would be incurred to comply with the require-
ments for a certificate of appropriateness,

• Estimated market value of the property:  (a) in its current 
condition, (b) after completion of the proposed alteration 
or demolition, and (c) after renovation of the existing 
property for continued use,

4. Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate 
neglect or inadequate maintenance of the property.

5. Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designa-
tion at time of acquisition.

6. Economic incentives and/or funding available to the 
applicant through federal, state, city, or private programs.

Julia Miller works in the Law and Public Policy office at the
National Trust for Historic Preservation. 
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June 22, 2021 

Mr. Art Dahlberg 
Director of Buildings & Inspections 
City of Cincinnati 
805 Central Ave, Suite 500, Cincinnati, OH 45202 

RE: 1416 - 1418 Central Parkway 

Mr. Dahlberg: 

Please find below DCED’s analysis of the possible economic returns for the proposed 
development at 1416 - 1418 Central Parkway in Over-the-Rhine. We believe that the project 
would not be financially feasible should the demolition permit and requested Certificate of 
Appropriateness be denied. Four possible re-use scenarios have been analyzed, including (1) 
retail and office, (2) office only, (3) residential only, and (4) residential and retail. All four 
scenarios assume stabilization & adaptation of the existing buildings on the property. 

Assumptions Retail & Office Office Residential Res. & Retail 

Residential sq. ft. - - 11,500 5,400 

Retail/Office sq. ft. 11,500 11,500 - 6,100 

Hard Costs $ / sq. ft. 205.00 225.00 175.00 175.00 

Residential Rent / sq. ft. (monthly) - - 2.00 2.00 

Office/Retail Rent / sq. ft. (annual) 20.00 18.00 - 20.00 

Uses     
Acquisition 775,000 775,000 775,000 775,000 

Hard Costs 2,357,500 2,587,500 2,012,500 1,296,000 

Site Work 1,600,000 1,600,000 1,600,000 1,600,000 

Soft Costs 819,000 726,000 674,100 440,560 

Total Development Cost 5,551,500 5,688,500 5,061,600 4,111,560 

Sources     
Loan (80% Loan to FMV) 2,130,457 1,917,411 2,116,526 1,929,413 

Equity 3,421,043 3,771,089 2,945,074 2,182,147 

Total Sources of Funds 5,551,500 5,688,500 5,061,600 4,111,560 

Proforma     
Rental Revenue 230,000 207,000 276,000 251,600 

Less Vacancy (7%) 16,100 14,490 19,320 17,612 

= Gross Revenue 213,900 192,510 256,680 233,988 

Less Operating Expenses * 32,085 28,877 77,004 70,196 

= Net Operating Income 181,815 163,634 179,676 163,792 

Less Debt Service 129,537 116,583 128,689 117,313 

= Projected Cash Flow 52,278 47,051 50,987 46,479 

Economic Returns     
Debt Coverage Ratio 1.40 1.40 1.40 1.40 

Cash on Cash 1.5% 1.2% 1.7% 2.1% 

Cap Rate 7% 7% 7% 7% 

FMV 2,663,071 2,396,764 2,645,657 2,411,766 

Created Value Margin (FMV – TDC) - 2,888,429 - 3,291,736 - 2,415,943 - 1,699,794 
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* The first two scenarios assume triple-net lease, whereby any office or retail tenants would be 
responsible for most operating expenses (utilities, cleaning, property taxes, maintenance). The scenarios 
that include residential assume the property owner will be responsible for operating expenses, including 
real estate taxes.  

Given the deteriorated condition of 1416 Central Parkway, any re-use will require 
substantial stabilization. The applicant supports this claim with a report submitted by a 
structural engineer and an estimate for stabilization costs from a reliable contractor, which 
exceeds $1.6 million. The cost to stabilize and rehabilitate this building in compliance with 
the historic conservation guidelines will exceed the potential value created by the project. 
The property owners, if denied the demolition permit and Certificate of Appropriateness, 
cannot successfully attract the necessary financing to complete the project.  

Although the above analysis projects the property owner can meet its debt obligations, 
lenders generally would not finance a project that is worth less than what it costs to build. 
The above analysis also illustrates that none of the proposed use scenarios yield industry 
required equity returns (Cash on Cash), which in all four cases too low to attract the 
necessary private capital to proceed with the project. 

Therefore, it is my belief that the denial of the requested demolition permit and Certificate 
of Appropriateness would deprive the property in question of its economic use. Furthermore, 
a denial of the requested permit would result in sustained vacancy and blight at the property, 
which decreases the overall wellbeing of the neighborhood and by extension City. 

Should you have any questions regarding this analysis, please direct them to John Reiser at 
John.Reiser@Cincinnati-oh.gov. 

  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Dan Bower, Deputy Director 
Department of Community & Economic Development 
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Assumptions Retail & Office Office Residential Res. & Retail 

Residential sq. ft. - -           11,500               5,400  

Retail/Office sq. ft. 11,500 11,500 -              6,100  

Total sq. ft. 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500 

Hard Costs $ / sq. ft.               205.00           225.00  175 175 

Residential Rent / sq. ft. (monthly)  -   -                2.00                 2.00  

Office/Retail Rent / sq. ft. (annual)                 20.00              18.00  -             20.00  

Uses         

Acquisition             775,000         775,000         775,000          775,000  

Hard Costs         2,357,500      2,587,500      2,012,500       1,296,000  

Site Work         1,600,000      1,600,000      1,600,000       1,600,000  

Soft Costs             819,000         726,000         674,100          440,560  

Total Uses         5,551,500      5,688,500      5,061,600       4,111,560  

Sources         

Loan (80% Loan to FMV)         2,130,457      1,917,411      2,116,526       1,929,413  

Federal Historic Tax Credit Equity             633,200         670,000         578,000          463,360  

Equity         2,787,843      3,101,089      2,367,074       1,718,787  

Total Sources         5,551,500      5,688,500      5,061,600       4,111,560  

Proforma         

Rental Revenue             230,000         207,000         276,000          251,600  

Less Vacancy (7%)               16,100            14,490            19,320            17,612  

= Gross Revenue             213,900         192,510         256,680          233,988  

Less Operating Expenses               32,085            28,877            77,004            70,196  

= Net Operating Income             181,815         163,634         179,676          163,792  

Less Debt Service             129,537         116,583         128,689          117,313  

= Projected Cash Flow               52,278            47,051            50,987            46,479  

Economic Returns         

Debt Coverage Ratio 1.40 1.40 1.40 1.40 

Cash on Cash 1.9% 1.5% 2.2% 2.7% 

Cap Rate 7% 7% 7% 7% 

FMV         2,663,071      2,396,764      2,645,657       2,411,766  

Created Value Margin        (2,888,429)   (3,291,736)   (2,415,943)    (1,699,794) 

LTV % 80% 80% 80% 80% 

LTV Amount         2,130,457      1,917,411      2,116,526       1,929,413  

     

Historic Tax Credit Basis         3,957,500      4,187,500      3,612,500       2,896,000  

Historic Tax Credit Rate 20% 20% 20% 20% 

Historic Tax Credit             791,500         837,500         722,500          579,200  

Syndication Price                   0.80                0.80                0.80                 0.80  

Net HTC Equity       633,200.00    670,000.00    578,000.00     463,360.00  
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From:                                                       Reiser, John
Sent:                                                         Wednesday, June 23, 2021 9:24 AM
To:                                                            Johnson, Beth
Cc:                                                             Ahouse, Emily; Florea, Lindsey; Rocco, Giovanni
Subject:                                                   RE: [External Email] 15th & Central - COA Applica�on
A�achments:                                         15th & Central HTC Assump�ons.docx

 
Good Morning Beth,

It really only has a marginal impact. For the tax credit basis I used all hard costs and what the
applicant refers to as “Site Work”. Including all of this in basis is probably an aggressive assump�on.
Also – with the Federal Income tax rate being so low, we are seeing syndica�on prices lower than
$0.80/credit in projects – and we’ve heard from many developers that any Federal Tax Credit award
less than $1m is very difficult to syndicate. All that said, a�ached is an updated es�mate with the
Federal HTCs assumed. A federal HTC award will ul�mately reduce the necessary developer equity
required, and will drive up the Cash on Cash return. However, in this par�cular scenario the HTCs do
not bring enough value to the project to drive the Cash on Cash return into a reasonable range. As you
can see in the a�ached, the CoC returns s�ll only range from 1.5% to 2.7%.
 
Let me know if you have any follow up ques�ons. Thanks!

John
 
From: Johnson, Beth <beth.johnson@cincinna�-oh.gov> 

 Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2021 6:21 PM
 To: Reiser, John <John.Reiser@cincinna�-oh.gov>

 Cc: Ahouse, Emily <Emily.Ahouse@cincinna�-oh.gov>
 Subject: FW: [External Email] 15th & Central - COA Applica�on

 
John,
 
Would you be able to run these numbers with including a federal historic tax credit at 20% at .80 on
the dollar for the development cost-acquisi�on. This is a required por�on of the economic hardship
review for historic buildings.
 
Please let me know if this requests makes sense.
 
Beth Johnson, AICP | Urban Conservator  
City of Cincinnati | Buildings & Inspections

 Permit Center | 805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 | Cincinnati, OH 45202
513-352-4848 (p) | 513-352-2378 (f) | beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov | Website
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From:                                                       Kevin Hassey
Sent:                                                         Wednesday, June 30, 2021 11:03 AM
To:                                                            Johnson, Beth
Subject:                                                   [External Email] Input Regarding Hotel Proposal at 1316 Central

Parkway

 
External Email Communication

 
 

Input Regarding Hotel Proposal
  

Hi, I am Kevin Hassey. My wife, Roseann, and I live on W. 15th St. Thank you for the
opportunity to share thoughts regarding the hotel proposal. I have some overview
thoughts and then some thoughts contributed by a land-use / zoning lawyer whom we
have consulted with. All of the thoughts are about the fourth floor of the proposed
project. 

Kevin Hassey Overview Thoughts 

I do not think you should allow a fourth floor on the project for the following reasons:

Buildings on Central Parkway can have higher density but as they progress to the
residential streets like Magnolia and West 15th, they should have lesser density.

The majority of contributing buildings on the residential streets are two story buildings.
There are six on Magnolia Street, and one to the east of the project. Yes, you can find
1100 ft.² of the third-floor on one of the buildings on Central Parkway… but that is not
relevant to the residential streets. 

I find 214 Magnolia, the contributing building just East of the project, to be the most
impacted. It is two-story residential and has a zero lot line to the proposed four-story
building. And the 4th floor is not set back in any way from it. The four floors of the
proposed building just settle up against it and tower over it. 

Also, the six two-story buildings on Magnolia will see four stories when they look out
their windows. Yes, the fourth floor is set back but they will live in two-story buildings
looking at a four-story building. The north elevation from Magnolia shows this.

And the fourth floor is all there to get seven more units in the project… 7.8% of units.
The fourth floor does not represent a good balance between serving the
neighborhood and the needs of the developer. 

Lastly, while our buildings on West 15th are non-contributing and less relevant, we did
go through a Historical review process when our homes were constructed, with the
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intent of being respectful to our neighbors. The fourth floor is not respectful to us as it
reduces daylight into our homes and our view of the city, two of the main reasons we
bought our homes. 
 
 
Legal Rationale
 
A four story hotel is inappropriate in the immediate neighborhood dominated by 2-
story contributing structures. The specific guideline relative to height of new
construction in the OTR Historic District Guidelines states “The height of new
construction should not vary more than one story from adjacent contributing buildings.
Most buildings in Over-the-Rhine are between two- and five-stories.” The word
“adjacent” is not defined in the Guidelines. According to Black’s Law Dictionary (Sixth
Ed., 1990), “adjacent” means “lying near or close to; sometimes, contiguous;
neighboring. Adjacent implies that the two objects are not widely separated, though
they may not actually touch. . . while adjoining imports that they are so joined or
united to each other that no third object intervenes.” Therefore, properties across
streets and alleys are considered adjacent.
 
Most of the contributing buildings that are immediately “adjacent” to this new site are
two-stories tall. On Magnolia Street, directly across from the proposed hotel, there are
six (6) contributing two-story houses. Due east of the hotel, and even adjoining the
hotel property on Magnolia, is another two-story house. The Pitch, located at the
northwest corner of this development complex, is only two stories tall. Similarly, the
back part of the building on the southeast corner of Central Parkway and Whetsel
Alley is only two stories. And please do not forget that the contributing structure
contemplated for demolition is mostly two stories in height (except for a small section
in the back). In essence, the applicant is seeking to construct a four story building in
the midst of two-story contributing structures.
 
With respect to the fourth floor, the applicant states in its “Historic Conservation
Narrative” that “the building will be four stories tall, which is only one story taller
than the adjacent contributing buildings (as permitted by the historic conservation
guidelines); however, the fourth story will be held back from the property line so
that the building appears to be three stories tall from the public right of way – the
same height as the adjacent contributing buildings.”
 
This statement is not true, as demonstrated above. The hotel will be two stories taller
than most adjacent contributing structures. Additionally, this statement is not true
because the fourth floor will not be held back from the property line that is defined by
the Whetsel Alley right-of-way. This building will appear as a four-story building from
Whetsel Alley, and from 15th Street. This building will not appear to be the same
height as the adjacent contributing structures.
 
Additionally, the applicant’s “programmatic needs” do not suffer if the 4th floor addition
is deemed inappropriate. The plans call for only 7 hotel rooms on the 4th floor.
Thirteen rooms are planned for the 1st floor, 35 rooms for the 2nd floor, and 35 rooms
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for the 3rd floor, for a total of 90 rooms. The loss of 7 rooms is a reduction of only
7.8% of total rooms.
 
In short, we ask that the seven fourth floor units be deleted from project
consideration.  Alternatively, those units could be moved to the front of the proposed
hotel, at the Central Parkway façade, and away from the residential interior of this city
block.
...

[Message clipped]  View entire message
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Maynes, Kasandra

From: Sean Suder <Sean@Ssuder.com>
Sent: Monday, July 5, 2021 4:36 PM
To: Maynes, Kasandra
Cc: dannyklingler@gmail.com; Margy Waller; Mary Burke Rivers
Subject: [External Email] 1416-1418 Central Parkway - Historic Conservation Board 
Attachments: 1416-1418 Central Demo Opp Letter.pdf

External Email Communication 

Kasandra,  
 
Please file the attached letter in the above referenced case before the Historic Conservation Board. 
 
Thank you, 
Sean  
 

 
 
Sean S. Suder, Esq. 
513.694.7501 (o) 
513.235.3470 (c)  
sean@ssuder.com 
 

 
www.ssuder.com 
https://issuu.com/suderllc/docs/suder_spread 
 
Main Office: 455 Delta Avenue, Suite 203, Cincinnati, OH 45226 
 
Disclaimer:  This electronic mail transmission may contain confidential and legally privileged information from the law firm of Suder, LLC and is 
intended only for the use of the individual(s) identified as addressees.  If you are not the receipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, 
copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this electronic mail transmission is strictly prohibited.  If you have 
received this transmission in error, please contact me immediately at the phone number above.  
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July 5, 2021 

Via E-Delivery 
Honorable Cincinnati Historic Conservation Board 
805 Central Avenue, 5th Floor  
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

 

 
Re: Proposed Demolition of Contributing Historic Structure at 1416-1418 Central Parkway 
 
Hon. Members of the Historic Conservation Board: 

I am writing on behalf of the following parties of record in the above referenced case scheduled to 
be heard by the Board at its regularly scheduled hearing on July 12, 2021 (the “Hearing”):  Over-
the-Rhine Community Housing; Margy Waller; and Danny Klingler (collectively, the “OTR 
Parties”).  The OTR Parties oppose the proposed demolition of the pre-Civil War historic structure 
at 1416-1418 Central Parkway and its replacement with a new hotel building. First, we address the 
threshold issue before the Board – the demolition of the historic structure.    
 
The Context 
 
The historic structure is one of the last remaining industrial buildings located on what was 
previously the Miami & Erie Canal, which was converted to Central Parkway in the 1928. The 
history of the Miami & Erie Canal industrial waterway is the history of the Over-the-Rhine 
neighborhood – now one of the most important and treasured historic districts in North America. 
Buildings that were once situated on and supported commerce on the canal have been lost at an 
alarming rate in recent decades. This latest attempt is particularly egregious as the historic building 
is one of the last remaining canal buildings dating to Cincinnati’s pre-Civil War history.  
 
Like many historic buildings, its importance may not be readily apparent from its façade. Peeling 
back the history reveals the importance of this building to the history of the Over-the-Rhine 
neighborhood. The building has been occupied by its current owner since at least 1997 and is 
currently in use. Any argument for economic hardship is spurious at best. 
 
Full History 1416-1418 Central Parkway  

The property at 1416-1418 Central Parkway dates at least in part to 1855, when Ferdinand and 
Herman Witte constructed an icehouse (as evidence by file mechanic’s liens). The 1855 city 
directory listed the Witte's as beef and pork packers on East Front Street with an ice house at 

Sean S. Suder, Esq. 
455 Delta Avenue, Suite 203 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45226 
513.694-7501 
sean@ssuder.com 
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Madison (now Magnolia) and Canal. The Witte's lost ownership in a Sheriff's sale in 1856 to 
William Ernst, who sold it the same year to George Dominick.  

An article from the Cincinnati Enquirer from 1864 described an incident where an employee of 
Dominick's "packing establishment" at the corner of Madison and Plum (Canal was changed to 
Plum), fell through a hatch and died. Dominick then leased the property listed as an ice and smoke 
house in 1866 to Charles Flack and in 1870 to Maescher & Johnson. In the city directory for 1870, 
Frietsch & Zeidler operated a pork and beef packing plant at this location and in 1880, Maescher 
& Shafer were listed in the same operations here. The property was listed for rent in 1881 in the 
Cincinnati Enquirer and described as a "ice and pork house with double cellars; smokehouses and 
stable; building 60x90; cor. Madison and Plum Sts.”  

Dominick retained ownership but continued to lease the property to various tenants including Wais 
& Roos in 1889, who owned a machine shop. George Dominick's wife and her estate sold to 
George Balch in 1909 and the new owner leased the property to the Split Fiber Keg Manufacturing 
Company, but they went into receivership in 1912.  

Balch sold to Edward Pflueger who sold quickly to Adolph Woest. He operated the Standard 
Laundry Company until his murder at this location in 1933. Woest's wife, Alvina, became the 
owner in 1942 and Standard Linen Service, Inc. continued operations here until it was sold in 1951. 
The new owner was the Modernized Equipment Company, which sold store fixtures and 
appliances. The property was sold again in 1959 and the building was once again used for laundry 
services, first by Coin Laundry Sales Company and then by Clesco National, Inc., who advertised 
for a franchise dry cleaning business.  

Clifton White sold to Jan Realty who sold in Helen Levin in 1961 and she leased to Ro Al Realty 
in 1962 and 1963, then sold to Staub and Bertke in April, 1963. The property was leased to Incore 
Electric in 1965 then sold in 1968 to Milton Staub. Upgrade Construction Company purchased the 
property in 1978 and listed it for rent as being remodeled. They also operated their business of 
restoring metal work, such as box gutters and metal ceilings at this location. They remained owners 
until 1997, when Downtown Property Management Inc. purchased it and located there offices here. 
In the same year, ABC Litho was operating a pre- press printing shop here. Downtown Property 
Management Inc. remains the current owner at the time of this summary.  

Full file of historic research is available here.  
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Magnolia Street Looking West, @1920 (subject building right corner) 
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Magnolia and Plum/Canal, Looking East @1900 (subject building center left) 
 

 
 
 
Demolition of the Historic Structure  
 
For the following reasons, the property owner cannot demonstrate by any evidence other than self-
serving claims that the proposed demolition substantially conforms to the Over-the-Rhine Historic 
District Guidelines, nor can the property owner demonstrate that they will suffer economic 
hardship if the certificate of appropriateness is not approved: 
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1. The building is currently being used by the property owner as an office and has been since 
at least the early 1990’s. While an opportunity has arisen to sell the property for demolition, 
this choice is not available to the property owner as the building is operational and is a 
going concern.  
 

2. The building is in use and any economic hardships are the result of the property owner 
attempting to sell the property for demolition and redevelopment as a hotel. The property 
owner did not make any claims of economic hardship prior to receiving an opportunity to 
sell the property for demolition.  

 
3. Any deterioration or maintenance challenges of the building have been in the complete 

control of the property owner as the user and steward of the building. The property owner 
cannot claim building conditions that they had control over as a basis for demolition. 

 
4. Any alleged economic hardship can be mitigated through numerous programs including 

federal and state historic tax credits that could be used to rehabilitate this important pre-
Civil War canal building. Those programs should be explored as a first step in the 
redevelopment process.   
 

5. They may have been interior alterations and some exterior alterations made to the building 
over time, but the canal building in its historic context is listed and remains a contributing 
building in the Over-the-Rhine Historic District. 

 
The Proposed New Infill Construction  
 
There is a fabric, a rhythm, a scale, and texture to the historic Over-the-Rhine neighborhood that 
the city and its citizens have long insisted on protecting and preserving by way of guidelines and 
review processes.  The proposed development threatens that fabric.  Too much tearing of the 
delicate fabric of this nationally and internationally recognized historic neighborhood will 
ultimately lead to its unraveling.  Appellants each have a particular interest in seeing that Over-
the-Rhine is not unraveled by short-term decisions contrary to long-term ideals, vision, and laws. 
 
The property owner cannot demonstrate by any evidence that the proposed new construction 
substantially conforms to the Over-the-Rhine Historic District Guidelines for the following 
reasons: 
 

1. The proposed four-story building is out of character and scale with adjacent contributing 
residential buildings on Magnolia Street, particularly the adjacent two-story row house on 
the north side of Magnolia and the block of narrow row-houses on the south side of 
Magnolia. Because the four-story building is more than one story higher than the adjacent 
contributing two-story row house on Magnolia Street, the proposal does not meet the 
Guidelines for height.  
 

2. While stepped back, the fourth floor of the building is clad in ribbon windows that are more 
reminiscent of a suburban office park than a historically sensitive building in Over-the-
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Rhine. 
 

3. The pilasters are more reminiscent of a neo-classical or federal style than they are the 
predominant Italianate architecture of Over-the-Rhine. 

 
Conclusion 
 
For all of the foregoing reasons, the application for demolition must be denied as it has no basis in 
the Over-the-Rhine Historic District Guidelines and would eliminate one of the very few remaining 
canal buildings in the neighborhood and the city. Assuming arguendo that the demolition is 
granted, which it unequivocally should not be, then the new construction is also contrary to the 
Over-the-Rhine Historic District Guidelines and must be denied.  
 
Thank you for your service to the City of Cincinnati and your consideration of the foregoing. 
 
Thank you, 

 
Sean S. Suder 
 
 
c:   Margy Waller 
 Danny Klingler 
 Mary Rivers, OTR Community Housing  
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July 12, 2021 

RE: COA 20210301 ZH20210086 

Dear Members of the Historic Conservation Board, 

My name is Mary Burke Rivers. I am the Executive Director of Over-the-Rhine Community Housing. I am 
writing today to oppose the demolition of the contributing building located at 1416 Central 
Parkway. 

I’ve had the honor of working in Over-the-Rhine for nearly 30 years. The organization I work for has 
deep roots in the neighborhood where our founders fought for both the preservation of buildings and 
of the people who make up the community. Some of our founding members put their bodies in front of 
bulldozers in a last-ditch effort to save historic buildings. We’ve marched, we’ve testified, and with 
blood, sweat, and tears we’ve saved buildings.  

For the most part, we’ve put this energy into saving buildings so that they could become housing for 
our neighbors. While the people here have always been our priority, over the last 3 decades I’ve come 
to develop a deeper appreciation of the buildings. The historic buildings have a life here. Unlike our 
human neighbors who have lived here for decades and generations, these old buildings have lived here 
for over a century. They are as much a part of the fabric of Over-the-Rhine as the people we love.  The 
buildings tell the stories of Over-the-Rhine. They are a living material testimony of who we are.  

Maybe it is the fact that we have lost so many of our neighbors that the historic buildings become that 
much more meaningful to me.  

Our city has allowed “economics” to dictate the loss of our neighbors and the loss of or lack of 
affordable housing across our city. A developer simply says they can’t afford to include affordable 
housing. While there is legitimacy to that argument – the math doesn’t work – little or no effort is made 
to address the problem.  

Over-the-Rhine is an historic district with protections for the historic buildings and yet you allow 
developers to tear down buildings. Again, a developer says the economics don’t work and our history is 
destroyed. One has to wonder the value of the historic district if it isn’t able to save our history.  

I find this heartbreaking and discouraging. It is hard to remain hopeful when so many of our neighbors 
are struggling and those with political power and leadership refuse to take meaningful action. Yes, I 
know that I am combining what might seem to be two different issues. To me they are connected. We 

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 237



 

allow economic development efforts to move forward even when they violate our own rules – in this 
case the historic district protections – with the hope that the economic impact will trickle down to 
where it is most needed. The benefits never trickle down. We lose valuable assets that include our 
people and our buildings. 

Sincerely, 

Mary 

Mary Burke Rivers 
Executive Director 
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HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD AGENDA 
Monday, July 12, 2021 

at 3:00 pm 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

CONSENT ITEMS 

 

 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 

 

ADJOURN 

Due to ongoing elevated public health concerns, the Historic Conservation Board will continue 

to provide for remote access and this hearing will be conducted using video-conferencing 

technology. This hearing will be closed to in-person attendance to comply with social 

distancing requirements. Please visit www.cincinnati-oh.gov/boards to learn more about 

attendance and participation in virtual hearings. 

Item 1. 

 

222 Mohawk Street The applicant requests Zoning Relief for a density variance of 5 

proposed units in an existing structure in the Over the Rhine 

Historic District. 

Applicant: PAST 

Owner: 222 MOHAWK LLC         

Staff Report: Beth Johnson  

Item 2. 

 

1313 Vine Street The applicant requests conditional use approval for outdoor 

entertainment for an eating and drinking establishment in the 

Over the Rhine Historic District. 

Applicant: CITY STUDIOS 

Owner: CINTRIFUSE INNOVATION HUB LLC         

Staff Report: Beth Johnson  

Item 3. 

 

2025 Vine Street The applicant requests Zoning Relief for a density variance of 17 

proposed units as well as a parking variance in the Over the Rhine 

Historic District. 

Applicant: Saul Howard 

Owner: Kanu Investments         

Staff Report: Beth Johnson 

Item 4. 

 

1416 Central Parkway The applicant requests a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

demolition of existing structures, and to construct a hotel 

development with outdoor entertainment in the Over the Rhine 

Historic District. Also, the applicant requests Zoning Relief for 

outdoor entertainment and size of outdoor area. 

Applicant: LUMINAUT 

Owner: DOWNTOWN PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INC 

Staff Report: Beth Johnson 
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Check-in Item Name Position

1 Mike Stehlin Pro

x 1 John Blatchford Pro

x 2 Saul Howard Pro

2 Enyi Kanu Pro

x 3 Deanna Heil Pro

x 3 Daejah Alexander Pro

x 3 Linszie Gunnels Pro

3 Brandy Delfavero Pro

x 4 Jeremiah Hahn Pro

x 4 Ohm Patel Pro

x 4 Kathy Ryan Con

x 4 Matt Erdman Pro

x 4 Brian Ragusa (Holly) Con

x 4 John Walter Con
x 4 Jeffery Quint Con

x 4 Mary Rivers Con

4 Brandon Elliott Con

4 Margo Warminski Con
x 4 Sean Suder Con

x 4 Paul Muller
Con

x 4 Kevin Hassey
Con

x 4 Rosann Hassey
Con

x 4 Danny Klinger
Con

x 4 Michelle Avery-Keely
Con

x 4 Jennifer LeMasters Wirtz
Con

x 4 Margy Waller
Con

x 4 josh Tolchinsky
Pro

HCB 7.12.21

Registered Zoom Participants 
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Check-in Item Name Position

x 4 Brahma Ramineni
Pro

x 4 Matt Wirtz
Pro

x 4 Kevin Schubert
Pro

Page 2 of 2
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·1· · · · · · · · ·CITY OF CINCINNATI

·2· · · ·HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD OF APPEALS

·3· · · · · · · · · ·PUBLIC HEARING

·4

·5· ·Case No.:· ·Item 4
· · ·Location:· ·1416 Central Parkway
·6· ·Appellant:· Luminaut
· · ·Owner:· · · Downtown Property Management, Inc.
·7· ·Re:· · · · ·The applicant requests a COA for the
· · · · · · · · ·demolition of existing structures, and to
·8· · · · · · · ·construct a hotel development with
· · · · · · · · ·outdoor entertainment in the
·9· · · · · · · ·Over-the-Rhine Historic District.· Also
· · · · · · · · ·the applicant requests Zoning Relief for
10· · · · · · · ·outdoor entertainment and size of outdoor
· · · · · · · · ·area.
11· ·District:· ·Over-the-Rhine Historic District

12

13· ·Date and Time:· Monday, July 12, 2021
· · · · · · · · · · ·3:00
14· ·Place:· · · · · Historic Conservation Board of
· · · · · · · · · · · ·Appeals
15· · · · · · · · · ·II Centennial Plaza
· · · · · · · · · · ·Fifth Floor Conference Room
16· · · · · · · · · ·805 Central Avenue
· · · · · · · · · · ·Cincinnati, Ohio· 45202
17· ·Board Members:· Tim Voss, Chairman
· · · · · · · · · · ·Thomas Sundermann
18· · · · · · · · · ·Robert Zielasko
· · · · · · · · · · ·Herbert Weiss
19· · · · · · · · · ·Allison McKenzie
· · · · · · · · · · ·Pamela Smith-Dobbins
20· · · · · · · · · · ·(all via videoconference)

21· ·City Law Department:
· · · · · · · · · · ·David Sturkey, Esq.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·(via videoconference)

23· ·Reporter:· · · ·Kathleen S. Simpson, RPR
· · · · · · · · · · · ·(via videoconference)
24

25
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Item Number 3 is

·2· ·approved.· This brings us to Item Number

·3· ·4, 1416 Central Parkway.· Ms. Johnson --

·4· ·before Ms. Johnson comes in, we received

·5· ·a request from Mr. Sean Suder requesting

·6· ·that we postpone this hearing because a

·7· ·couple people who are within the

·8· ·described district did not receive their

·9· ·postcards.· The postcards did go out.

10· · · · Given the fact that we've received

11· ·that information this morning, I believe

12· ·that people had an opportunity to either

13· ·send something in or present something,

14· ·so I'm not going to postpone this, but

15· ·intend to proceed with Item Number 4.

16· · · · With that, Ms. Johnson, would you

17· ·give us a report?

18· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· Yes.· This application

19· ·is for 1416 and 1430 Central Parkway.

20· ·The applicant is requesting a Certificate

21· ·of Appropriateness to demolish the

22· ·contributing structure located at

23· ·1416 Central Parkway and a

24· ·noncontributing addition at 1430 Central

25· ·Parkway.
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·1· · · · If the demolition is approved, the

·2· ·applicant is requesting a Certificate of

·3· ·Appropriateness for new construction for

·4· ·a building at 1416 Central Parkway that

·5· ·will incorporate an existing historical

·6· ·building at 1420 and 1430 Central

·7· ·Parkway.

·8· · · · The request is also for a

·9· ·conditional use for outdoor entertainment

10· ·and an outdoor patio associated with an

11· ·eating and drinking establishment.· All

12· ·of the proposed buildings, both new

13· ·construction and rehabilitation, will be

14· ·connected into one complex.

15· · · · The zoning relief that is requested

16· ·is for a proposed outdoor area associated

17· ·with an eating and drinking establishment

18· ·that is 50 percent larger than the

19· ·permitted indoor area, and is within

20· ·500 feet of a residential district.· This

21· ·requires a conditional use.

22· · · · They are also requesting a

23· ·conditional use for outdoor entertainment

24· ·for an outdoor area associated with an

25· ·eating and drinking establishment that is
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·1· ·within 500 feet of a residential

·2· ·district.

·3· · · · The project location is on the east

·4· ·side of Central Parkway in Over-the-Rhine

·5· ·Historic District, between Magnolia

·6· ·Street and 15th Street.· The site is a

·7· ·combination of contributing buildings,

·8· ·noncontributing buildings, and a parking

·9· ·lot.

10· · · · The addition to 1430 is a

11· ·noncontributing building -- or, I'm

12· ·sorry, is a noncontributing addition.

13· ·1424 is a noncontributing building that

14· ·was previously approved for demolition.

15· ·And the rest of the buildings are

16· ·considered contributing buildings.

17· · · · The work proposed is the following

18· ·for each of the addresses.· 1416 Central

19· ·Parkway is a contributing building.· The

20· ·request is, demolition due to economic

21· ·hardship and full development of a

22· ·three-story building at the street line

23· ·with a setback fourth story.· The

24· ·building will be mostly brick with arched

25· ·openings on the first floor and large
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·1· ·grouped windows on the second and third,

·2· ·with strong vertical pilasters

·3· ·dividing the building into bays.

·4· · · · 1420 Central Parkway will include

·5· ·the rehabilitation, including

·6· ·addition/facade changes with a fourth

·7· ·access hallway.· The garage door will be

·8· ·removed for a recessed entrance into the

·9· ·large first floor opening.

10· · · · 1424 Central Parkway, its demolition

11· ·has been previously approved, and infill

12· ·construction.

13· · · · 1430 Central Parkway is demolition

14· ·of a noncontributing addition and infill.

15· ·Infill at 1424 and 1430, that will take

16· ·the place of the two one-story

17· ·structures.· And it will be one structure

18· ·that will maintain the two distinct

19· ·facade treatments.· There'll be a

20· ·three-story building set at the street

21· ·with a fourth-story setback.

22· · · · 1430 Central Parkway is

23· ·rehabilitation that has previously been

24· ·approved.· There's a request for an

25· ·addition of roof deck and roof access at
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·1· ·the southeast corner of the roof.· The

·2· ·roof deck will also have an addition for

·3· ·access and then a glass railing setback

·4· ·from the edge of the roof.

·5· · · · And then 216 to 222 Magnolia Street

·6· ·is currently a parking lot.· And there

·7· ·would be proposed infill.· The proposal

·8· ·is for a three-story building at the

·9· ·street face with a fourth-story setback

10· ·on the rear half of the lot.

11· · · · So we are first going to discuss the

12· ·Certificate of Appropriateness for the

13· ·demolition of 1416 Central Parkway, which

14· ·is the --

15· · · · MR. SUDER:· Mr. Chairman, I have a

16· ·point of order and a question just as to

17· ·how the hearing is going to proceed, if I

18· ·may?

19· · · · MR. VOSS:· I'm sorry.· Go ahead.

20· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

21· · · · I just have a question.· I'm Sean

22· ·Suder.· I'm here on behalf of several of

23· ·the neighbors, Margy Waller, Danny

24· ·Klingler, and Over-the-Rhine Community

25· ·Housing, and I appreciate being heard
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·1· ·today.

·2· · · · I just have a couple of questions

·3· ·for clarification.· One is, are we going

·4· ·to hear -- I guess, Ms. Johnson, we're

·5· ·going to hear the demolition first, and

·6· ·then the infill question second?· Will

·7· ·that be after a vote is taken,

·8· ·Mr. Chairman, on the demolition?· And if

·9· ·we don't, if there isn't a favorable vote

10· ·for demolition, we don't have to get

11· ·back -- or go back to the alteration, is

12· ·that right, or will they be taken at

13· ·once?

14· · · · MR. VOSS:· Staff has requested to

15· ·present the project in its entirety.· So

16· ·we would have a separate vote after the

17· ·presentation and responses.· We would

18· ·have a separate vote on the demolition,

19· ·and then a singular vote on the infill,

20· ·should the demolition be approved.

21· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· Okay.· So we

22· ·should address it all at one time or --

23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yeah.

24· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· Thank you.

25· · · · And maybe a quick clarification is,
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·1· ·there was a hearing, if you recall, that

·2· ·was postponed that was on the outdoor

·3· ·drinking area for The Pitch bar

·4· ·establishment, and I think also a

·5· ·demolition of the noncontributing

·6· ·building.· That's not being heard

·7· ·tonight, is it?

·8· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.· The demolition

·9· ·was approved at the meeting.· The

10· ·conditional use was tabled.

11· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· So the

12· ·conditional use you're referring to at

13· ·tonight's meeting is different from the

14· ·conditional use that has been postponed?

15· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· Yes.

16· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· That's all.

17· ·Thank you very much.

18· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Johnson, please

19· ·proceed.

20· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· In the historic

21· ·conservation guidelines for

22· ·Over-The-Rhine Historic District there is

23· ·a list of noncontributing buildings.

24· ·While 1416 Central Parkway was not on

25· ·that list of noncontributing buildings,
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·1· ·the building has had significant and

·2· ·irreversible changes done to the

·3· ·building, altering the exterior from an

·4· ·industrial/warehousing vernacular to one

·5· ·with Spanish Revival detailing.· These

·6· ·changes include stuccoing the brick

·7· ·facade, reducing window sizes, removing

·8· ·window openings, and adding a stepped

·9· ·parapet detailing.

10· · · · According to the National Register,

11· ·the building was built around 1900.  A

12· ·fire insurance map shows the building in

13· ·1887 without the third-story portion.· It

14· ·has been stated that the building was

15· ·built in 1854.· Since the writing of the

16· ·staff report, there's no documentation

17· ·supporting that date.

18· · · · While there have been significant

19· ·changes to the building, the National

20· ·Register nomination states the following:

21· ·Although many of the openings on the

22· ·building have been altered, the historic

23· ·character and masting of the building

24· ·have been preserved.· The historic

25· ·windows have been replaced throughout
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·1· ·most of the building, but the historic

·2· ·openings' sizes and locations have been

·3· ·maintained on the primary west elevation.

·4· · · · When looking at demolition, the

·5· ·guidelines state that demolition of

·6· ·existing buildings shall not be permitted

·7· ·unless one of the following conditions

·8· ·exists; demolition has been ordered by

·9· ·the Director of Buildings & Inspections

10· ·for the Public Safety because of an

11· ·unsafe or dangerous condition which

12· ·constitutes an emergency.

13· · · · The City has -- at no time has

14· ·ordered emergency demolition for this

15· ·building.

16· · · · And the second standard is that the

17· ·owner can demonstrate to the satisfaction

18· ·of the Historic Conservation Board that

19· ·the structure cannot be reused, nor can a

20· ·reasonable economic return be gained from

21· ·the use of all or part of the building

22· ·proposed for demolition.

23· · · · First question that is considered,

24· ·Will all economically viable use of the

25· ·property be deprived without approval of

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 252



·1· ·the COA?

·2· · · · The applicant has provided five

·3· ·different scenarios for proformas for the

·4· ·building.· In all cases, their proformas

·5· ·showed that the base stabilization and

·6· ·restoration cost of 1.6 million is too

·7· ·much of a factor for any of the options

·8· ·to be economically viable.

·9· · · · The provided proforma analysis also

10· ·incorporates being awarded Historic Tax

11· ·Credits from the Federal Government into

12· ·the analysis.

13· · · · The Department of Community Economic

14· ·Development conducted an independent

15· ·analysis of the possible economic returns

16· ·for the proposed development at

17· ·1416 Central Parkway.· They looked at the

18· ·four scenarios and concluded that the

19· ·project would not be financially feasible

20· ·should the COA be denied.

21· · · · The DCED analysis concludes that the

22· ·denial of the requested COA would

23· ·deprive the property of its economic use,

24· ·would result in sustained vacancy and

25· ·blight, and decrease the overall
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·1· ·wellbeing of the neighborhood, and by

·2· ·extension, the City.

·3· · · · The second question is, Will the

·4· ·reasonable investment-backed expectations

·5· ·of the property owner be maintained

·6· ·without an approved COA?

·7· · · · The current owner acquired the

·8· ·property in July of 1997.· The exterior

·9· ·of the building at that time was in a

10· ·similar state as it is currently.· It is

11· ·unknown when the stucco and Spanish

12· ·Revival detailing was added to the

13· ·building prior to the purchase in 1997.

14· · · · The applicant is seeking demolition

15· ·after reviewing multiple potential means

16· ·of redevelopment, including analysis of

17· ·redevelopment for four different

18· ·permitted uses, and reaching the

19· ·conclusion that redevelopment is not

20· ·economically viable.

21· · · · The analysis concluded by DCED also

22· ·concludes that development is not

23· ·financially feasible.

24· · · · Another consideration is, Whether

25· ·the economic hardship was created or
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·1· ·exacerbated by the property owner.· As

·2· ·previously noted, the existing owner

·3· ·purchased the property in 1997.· The

·4· ·prior owner was a construction company

·5· ·that purchased the property in 1978.

·6· · · · In reviewing building

·7· ·permits/records for this property, there

·8· ·were not any permits submitted for

·9· ·substantial upgrades to the property,

10· ·however there were also no property and

11· ·maintenance code citations or violations

12· ·issued for the property.

13· · · · Since the current owners have

14· ·purchased the property, they've been able

15· ·to occupy a portion of the building and

16· ·state they have been operating at a loss

17· ·since they have owned it.

18· · · · The property owner has occupied --

19· ·again, has occupied this with offices and

20· ·state in there they have been operating

21· ·at a loss.

22· · · · I did not go over every single

23· ·detail in my staff report, but those are

24· ·the highlights and the staff analysis of

25· ·the documentation that has been provided
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·1· ·by the applicant, and that the applicant

·2· ·has provided credible evidence and that

·3· ·the building cannot be reused nor can a

·4· ·reasonable economic return be gained from

·5· ·the use of all or part of the building.

·6· · · · Staff based their analysis on the

·7· ·following points of evidence.

·8· · · · The applicant provided proforma

·9· ·analysis for four different potential

10· ·permitted uses within the building, none

11· ·of which produced a reasonable rate of

12· ·return, even when including a potential

13· ·award of tax credits in the analysis.

14· · · · The applicant did not deliberately

15· ·neglect maintenance of the property and

16· ·has not created or exacerbated the

17· ·economic hardship.

18· · · · DCED has conducted an independent

19· ·analysis of the applicant's materials and

20· ·potential redevelopment of the building,

21· ·they've concluded that the project would

22· ·not be financially feasible should the

23· ·COA be denied.

24· · · · Use of federal historic tax credits

25· ·would not make the property economically
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·1· ·viable.

·2· · · · The second request in the

·3· ·application is for a demolition of a

·4· ·noncontributing addition for the property

·5· ·at 1430.· It's the one-story addition.

·6· · · · While the 2003 guidelines that

·7· ·combined the Northern and the Southern

·8· ·OTR Historic Districts does not list the

·9· ·addition as a noncontributing addition,

10· ·the 1993 OTR Southern Historic District

11· ·did list the addition as a

12· ·noncontributing addition.

13· · · · The staff does feel that it is

14· ·appropriate for the demolition.· That it

15· ·does meet the design guidelines.

16· · · · In reviewing the zoning for -- the

17· ·zoning Certificate of Appropriateness for

18· ·the new construction project, I will

19· ·first go over the conditional uses, and

20· ·then I'll go over the design guidelines.

21· · · · So the conditional use is for two

22· ·outdoor areas -- bear with me.· There you

23· ·go -- is for two outdoor areas.· One is

24· ·within a courtyard, and one would be on

25· ·the roof deck of the property.
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·1· · · · And so the request is for both

·2· ·outdoor entertainment and for -- that the

·3· ·size of the outdoor area, that it exceeds

·4· ·50 percent of the outdoor area -- I'm

·5· ·sorry -- indoor area that's accessible to

·6· ·the public.

·7· · · · In regards to the standards for

·8· ·conditional use, the outdoor area

·9· ·provides additional area for the business

10· ·use within both the first-floor courtyard

11· ·and at the rooftop deck.

12· · · · Both of the proposed outdoor areas

13· ·do not adversely affect the historic

14· ·building as the courtyard is outside of

15· ·the historic building and the rooftop

16· ·deck is built on top of the existing roof

17· ·and doesn't cut in or destroy any

18· ·historic materials.

19· · · · The railing is setback from the edge

20· ·of the roof and is proposed -- and the

21· ·roof railing is proposed to be glass as

22· ·to not -- as to not be highly visible

23· ·from the right-of-way.

24· · · · The combined area of the roof deck

25· ·and the courtyard are approximately 2,600
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·1· ·square feet, and the combined area of the

·2· ·two floors of the interior of

·3· ·1430 Central Parkway and the first floor

·4· ·of the new construction is approximately

·5· ·4,630 square feet; 50 percent of the

·6· ·interior would be 2,315.· The requested

·7· ·outdoor area is 56 percent of interior

·8· ·area accessible to the public.

·9· · · · Some of the specific issues that we

10· ·consider are the buffering.· The outdoor

11· ·area at the ground floor courtyard area

12· ·is buffered from neighboring properties

13· ·by two- to four-story buildings.

14· · · · And the outdoor area at the rooftop

15· ·of the property is physically buffered

16· ·from adjacent properties by the new

17· ·construction, which is taller than the

18· ·roof deck.

19· · · · The closest residential district,

20· ·which is 150 feet away, is also buffered

21· ·from the outdoor area and outdoor

22· ·entertainment with other buildings which

23· ·are all taller than the rooftop area.

24· · · · The hours of operation will comply

25· ·with 1419-21.· As the property is more
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·1· ·than 100 feet from a residential zoning

·2· ·district, it does not require any

·3· ·approval for operating hours and is

·4· ·permitted to be open until 2:00 a.m.

·5· · · · In regards to zoning amendments, as

·6· ·of the submission of the staff report,

·7· ·there is not an official application

·8· ·submitted or under review by the City

·9· ·Planning Department.· A request has been

10· ·made to a council member for a zoning

11· ·change, but it has not been referred to

12· ·Council or to the Planning Department.

13· · · · As far as adverse effects, there's

14· ·no anticipated adverse effects to the

15· ·extent of access of fire, police, or

16· ·other public services.· As the proposal

17· ·is for use of a courtyard that is

18· ·surrounded by the new development and one

19· ·is on an existing development, the

20· ·conditional uses for the outdoor patio

21· ·will not have adverse effects to adjacent

22· ·properties.

23· · · · Now, in regards to the new

24· ·construction.· Again, staff is not going

25· ·to go over every single detail, but we
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·1· ·will be going over some of the highlights

·2· ·and specific points that we wanted to

·3· ·make sure to put into the oral

·4· ·discussion.

·5· · · · Staff is supportive of the design

·6· ·and feels that the design substantially

·7· ·conforms to the Historic Conservation

·8· ·guidelines.· The Over-The-Rhine Historic

·9· ·Conservation Design Guidelines give

10· ·direction to both staff and an applicant

11· ·on how to design and review proposed

12· ·developments.· When designing infill

13· ·developments, context and existing

14· ·surrounding buildings are the main

15· ·guiding principles of reference.

16· · · · We do not require or encourage

17· ·stylistic replications or that an

18· ·applicant use the language of one

19· ·specific style.· Staff details review

20· ·within this report and we will highlight

21· ·only specific issues in our oral report.

22· · · · In regards to composition, all the

23· ·buildings have defined base, middle, and

24· ·top.· The building that is at the corner

25· ·of Central and Magnolia has a strong top
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·1· ·at the street facade and uses the fourth

·2· ·floor that is set back as the background

·3· ·portion of the building and minimizes

·4· ·this portion.· So a decorative top is not

·5· ·at this portion.· Staff finds this

·6· ·treatment appropriate.

·7· · · · One element that combines the

·8· ·Central Parkway facades together is the

·9· ·use of an arched form and pilasters that

10· ·run the height of this facade.· These

11· ·provide a contextual element using the

12· ·existing historic building as a reference

13· ·for the arched openings, as well as other

14· ·buildings along Central with arched

15· ·forms, such as Music Hall, the plumbers

16· ·and pipefitters building, and the

17· ·Strietmann building.

18· · · · The pilaster and arched forms came

19· ·on both of these buildings -- on all

20· ·three of these buildings and are used in

21· ·a similar fashion on the Strietmann

22· ·building to break up a large facade.

23· · · · In regards to the setback, the

24· ·setback is generally appropriate as it is

25· ·at the street face.· The one exception to
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·1· ·this is on the Magnolia Street section of

·2· ·the building.· There is a slight setback

·3· ·of the building.

·4· · · · While the building is still a

·5· ·commercial building in use, the uses on

·6· ·the street are transitioning to a more

·7· ·residential use and vocabulary, and as

·8· ·the building directly to the east of the

·9· ·project is setback from the street.· The

10· ·slight setback is appropriate and

11· ·contextual.

12· · · · While the guidelines only address

13· ·street setbacks, the applicants have also

14· ·set back the rear of the building along

15· ·Magnolia Street 10 feet from the alley to

16· ·be contextual with the alley setbacks as

17· ·well.

18· · · · In regards to rhythm, staff wanted

19· ·to comment specifically on the alleyway

20· ·and the block rhythm.· The overall rhythm

21· ·of the block structure with the alley

22· ·dividing the block along Central is

23· ·respected as the alleyway remains open

24· ·while a connector setback from the front

25· ·of the building that is at level two
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·1· ·through four.

·2· · · · This also is proposed to be glass to

·3· ·be sympathetic to this having been an

·4· ·open division between the north side and

·5· ·the south side of the block.

·6· · · · In regards to emphasis, there is a

·7· ·lot of strong vertical emphasis, and this

·8· ·is seen with the pilasters that extend up

·9· ·the entire facade, to tall projecting

10· ·cornices that adds visual height on both

11· ·vertical alignment of the windows and the

12· ·windows taller than they are wide.

13· · · · In regards to height, all sections

14· ·of the new construction have an overall

15· ·height four stories, or 51 feet 8 inches

16· ·tall, but are three stories, 43 feet, at

17· ·the street face.

18· · · · The existing historic buildings on

19· ·the block facing Central Parkway are two

20· ·stories, 33 to the top parapet at

21· ·1430 Central Parkway; and three stories,

22· ·40 feet 6 inches at 1420 Central Parkway.

23· ·And the building directly south on

24· ·Magnolia Street, which houses the Wooden

25· ·Nickel, is three stories at 50 feet tall.
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·1· · · · On Magnolia Street, the building

·2· ·directly to the east of the property is

·3· ·two stories tall.· The rest of the

·4· ·buildings facing Magnolia Street are

·5· ·mostly three stories on the north and two

·6· ·stories on the south side of the street.

·7· · · · On 15th Street, the building

·8· ·directly to the east of the development

·9· ·is three stories, 35 feet tall, per

10· ·building permit plans that have been

11· ·submitted and approved.· The majority of

12· ·the buildings on 15th Street are new

13· ·construction and are not considered

14· ·contributing buildings.· They are three

15· ·stories at the street at 38 feet, per the

16· ·building permits, and 46 feet per

17· ·building permits to the top of the fourth

18· ·floor.

19· · · · The contributing buildings on the

20· ·street are mostly three stories tall.

21· · · · In regards to the materials, the

22· ·building materials are all appropriate,

23· ·but the main building material is brick.

24· ·Different color bricks are used.· But

25· ·when they are used, they are in a
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·1· ·homogeneous color.· It creates the

·2· ·different architectural elements such as

·3· ·a change in color for the base or

·4· ·pilasters.

·5· · · · Some other considerations are that

·6· ·there was a prehearing on

·7· ·June 22nd, 2021.· The applicant's team

·8· ·and nine members of the public were

·9· ·present.· The members from the public

10· ·were generally opposed to the demolition.

11· ·And, specifically, the height of the

12· ·building.· And comments from that are

13· ·summarized in the report.

14· · · · The applicants have provided a

15· ·timeline of public engagement that they

16· ·have done during the development of this

17· ·project that was included in the staff

18· ·packet.

19· · · · One letter of opposition was

20· ·submitted prior to the deadline for

21· ·public comments, but three other letters

22· ·were submitted after the deadline and

23· ·were passed on to the Board chair.

24· · · · So in regards to the recommendation,

25· ·staff recommends to approve the
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·1· ·application for a Certificate of

·2· ·Appropriateness for demolition of a

·3· ·noncontributing building at 1430 Central

·4· ·Parkway, and demolition of a contributing

·5· ·building at 1416 with the following

·6· ·conditions: that the building permit must

·7· ·be issued within two years or the

·8· ·Certificate of Appropriateness will

·9· ·expire; the demolition permit shall be

10· ·issued concurrently with the issuance of

11· ·the new construction proposed on the

12· ·site.

13· · · · In regard to zoning relief, staff

14· ·recommends to approve the conditional use

15· ·to allow a maximum of 2,600 square feet

16· ·outdoor area, which exceeds 50 percent of

17· ·the indoor area, which is approximately

18· ·2,315 square feet.

19· · · · And staff recommends to approve the

20· ·outdoor entertainment allowing outdoor

21· ·entertainment at the outdoor areas

22· ·included on the rooftop deck and

23· ·courtyard area within 500 feet of the

24· ·residential zone.

25· · · · Staff recommends the following
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·1· ·conditions: that if the property is found

·2· ·to exceed the requirements of

·3· ·Chapter 909, Community Noise, on three or

·4· ·more occasions within a 12-month period,

·5· ·such can be grounds for the Zoning

·6· ·Administrator to revoke this conditional

·7· ·approval; and the outdoor entertainment

·8· ·at the roof deck shall be limited to

·9· ·background music.

10· · · · In regards to the Certificate of

11· ·Appropriateness for new construction,

12· ·staff recommends the following: to

13· ·approve a Certificate of Appropriateness

14· ·for new construction of a new building

15· ·and rehabilitation and additions to two

16· ·existing contributing buildings per plans

17· ·from Luminaut dated 6/23, 2021, for the

18· ·properties of 1416 to 1430 Central

19· ·Parkway with the following conditions:

20· ·that the building permit must be issued

21· ·within two years or the Certificate of

22· ·Appropriateness shall expire.

23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· All right.

24· ·We're going to have, I think, extended

25· ·reviews by the applicant and the
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·1· ·opposition.· Each will be given an

·2· ·opportunity to cross-examine the other

·3· ·and then any witnesses, should they

·4· ·choose to.

·5· · · · Ms. Johnson, I have one question.

·6· ·You said the current owner acquired the

·7· ·property in 1997; is that correct?

·8· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· Yes.

·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· And are they applicants?

10· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.· The applicant can

11· ·explain their connection to the current

12· ·owner, but it is not -- the applicant is

13· ·not the owner, per the auditor's report.

14· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Okay.· Who

15· ·would -- who is going to speak on behalf

16· ·of the applicant?

17· · · · MS. RYAN:· I am.· Good afternoon.

18· ·This is Kathy Ryan, attorney for the

19· ·applicants.

20· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.

21· · · · MS. RYAN:· My address is

22· ·Wood & Lamping, 600 Vine Street.

23· · · · I have with me today a number of

24· ·witnesses.· We intend to present Ohm

25· ·Patel, the representative of Moment
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·1· ·Development; Jeremiah Hahn, project

·2· ·manager and architect at Luminaut; and

·3· ·Matt Erdman, CEO of Luminaut and an

·4· ·architect for the project.

·5· · · · We also have with us Josh

·6· ·Tolchinsky, engineer for Advantage Group

·7· ·Engineers; Kevin Schubert from HGC

·8· ·Construction; and Matthew Wirtz,

·9· ·architect at Luminaut; all available to

10· ·respond to questions should the need

11· ·arise.

12· · · · Before we get started, I'd like to

13· ·verify that if the need arises, we would

14· ·have an opportunity to present rebuttal

15· ·witnesses and an opportunity to provide a

16· ·closing argument?

17· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yes, absolutely.

18· · · · MS. RYAN:· Okay.· Thank you.· My

19· ·first witness I would like to present is

20· ·Mr. Ohm Patel.

21· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Ms. Ryan, I would like

22· ·to just swear in all of the applicants'

23· ·witnesses collectively.· So if you could

24· ·have all the witnesses or anyone

25· ·intending on testifying in this hearing
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·1· ·on behalf of the applicant, if they can

·2· ·all take themselves off of mute now and

·3· ·raise their right hand.· I need everyone

·4· ·to answer out loud.

·5· · · · (Witnesses duly sworn.)

·6· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Okay.· Thank you.

·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· Ms. Ryan, do you

·8· ·want to proceed?

·9· · · · MS. RYAN:· Yes.· Mr. Patel is our

10· ·first witness.

11· · · · MR. PATEL:· Hello.· Thank you to the

12· ·Board and all that are present.· I wanted

13· ·to just start off by saying that when we

14· ·first came to the table here with the

15· ·current owner, it was surrounding the

16· ·opening of a bar, which is currently The

17· ·Pitch that opened in May.· And that's

18· ·when the dialogue first began.

19· · · · At the time, the landlord and/or

20· ·owner wanted to start a dialogue to

21· ·develop this property because they felt

22· ·that they had -- they needed to do

23· ·something because they were at a point

24· ·where they needed to either move their

25· ·business and/or develop the property.
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·1· ·That's when we first started the

·2· ·dialogue.

·3· · · · So the nature of my relationship

·4· ·with them is that I would be a partner

·5· ·with them on this development and they

·6· ·have basically given me the development

·7· ·role to put this project together.

·8· · · · And so that's kind of the background

·9· ·as to how I'm involved and why I'm the

10· ·applicant.· I'm acting on behalf of that

11· ·partnership to do this development, as a

12· ·whole.

13· · · · So when we first started, when we

14· ·were looking at how we proceed, it was

15· ·first by starting to put a team together

16· ·that could really kind of help us get to

17· ·what we could possibly do here.· And

18· ·that's when we reached out to Luminaut,

19· ·who is a local architect design firm that

20· ·has done numerous amounts of projects

21· ·within the Over-the-Rhine Historic

22· ·District, as well as bringing in HGC,

23· ·which is kind of -- in the market is

24· ·known for historic conservation projects

25· ·and construction.
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·1· · · · And we felt that that was the team

·2· ·that would really help us put together

·3· ·the right development plan.· And we

·4· ·worked together to get The Pitch open,

·5· ·and then also put the plan together that

·6· ·you see here today.

·7· · · · And when we did put this development

·8· ·plan together, we went through a series

·9· ·of various different forms of how this

10· ·development would come to fruition.· And

11· ·we did do an extensive study, both on the

12· ·historic building that we are going to

13· ·keep as part of the development, as well

14· ·as the one that we're discussing today.

15· · · · And it was deemed by the architect,

16· ·by HGC, and by the engineering firm that

17· ·we've involved, that it just did not make

18· ·sense from a financial perspective after

19· ·we ran the numbers, right?

20· · · · And so we ran the numbers in

21· ·multiple different ways of how we could

22· ·do this.· And we concluded that at the

23· ·end of day, by the time that we spent the

24· ·dollars, it was just not going to give

25· ·any sort of even reasonable return to
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·1· ·make sense of that type of an investment.

·2· · · · So we -- I also reached out to the

·3· ·Economic Development Department at the

·4· ·City of Cincinnati too to see if there

·5· ·was anything that we could do from an

·6· ·incentive perspective, et cetera.· And we

·7· ·had various conversations with them as

·8· ·well, and they also concurred.

·9· · · · What we're doing today is we're

10· ·trying to put together a project here

11· ·that really meets the needs of the

12· ·community, the City as a whole, and

13· ·really also provides a synergistic plan

14· ·moving forward for how development

15· ·happens down Central Parkway, along with

16· ·the stadium.

17· · · · I know that more development will

18· ·come down Central Parkway.· And we really

19· ·feel that this development, the way it's

20· ·been designed, really sets the tone for

21· ·how it should done, and how it should be

22· ·done the right way.

23· · · · We feel like we've been very

24· ·respectful from a design standpoint to

25· ·the nature of what's around us.· And I
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·1· ·think that Luminaut did an excellent job

·2· ·of putting that design plan together.

·3· · · · And I think we've also done plenty

·4· ·of outreach and communication as to what

·5· ·our intentions are.· We are clean

·6· ·operators, from a hotel perspective.· We

·7· ·have about 35 hotels under ownership and

·8· ·management.

·9· · · · And so we really, truly understand

10· ·how to meet the needs of a guest, of a

11· ·visitor that's coming to the City, and we

12· ·understand how to do it responsibly and

13· ·do it well.

14· · · · So from that respect, that's kind of

15· ·what I had to present today, is just the

16· ·background of how we got here and how

17· ·I've leaned on a team of professionals to

18· ·really kind of weigh in on what can and

19· ·can't be done.

20· · · · And after reach -- running the

21· ·numbers in every way that we can, we just

22· ·feel like it's fiscally impossible to

23· ·salvage this building as a part of this

24· ·development.

25· · · · Thank you.
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·1· · · · MS. RYAN:· Next I have Matt Erdman.

·2· · · · MR. ERDMAN:· Sure.· I will save most

·3· ·of my comments just in response to any

·4· ·questions that the community has.

·5· · · · You know, Beth did a great job of

·6· ·summarizing our submittal and our

·7· ·proposal, but there's, literally,

·8· ·hundreds of pages of information that we

·9· ·submitted to the Board.

10· · · · I won't go into all of the details

11· ·of that, but I will say, you know, when

12· ·we started this project with Ohm, we did

13· ·look at saving all the buildings.· And on

14· ·the site, there's three contributing

15· ·buildings.· And two of them are going to

16· ·be incorporated into this overall

17· ·development.

18· · · · The one that we're discussing today,

19· ·we couldn't make work.· Our firm is

20· ·nationally recognized in historic

21· ·preservation.· We've gotten a

22· ·preservation award nationally with

23· ·Docomomo.· We have multiple historic tax

24· ·credit projects in the City.· Currently

25· ·we're getting ready to open the Ingalls
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·1· ·building at 4th and Vine.

·2· · · · So we're definitely a

·3· ·pro-preservation group.· So I just wanted

·4· ·to say that as a perspective.

·5· · · · Secondly, we -- when we started this

·6· ·project, we started with the Urban

·7· ·Conservator to discuss the appropriate

·8· ·infill in this neighborhood.· We've met

·9· ·with Beth and team four or five times

10· ·now.· And we met with the community

11· ·council four times.· We really did

12· ·approach this to try to be collaborative

13· ·and work as best we could with the

14· ·members of the community.

15· · · · So we do have some successes in that

16· ·process.· And you'll hear today that

17· ·there's still some points of contention,

18· ·but we're willing to discuss those today

19· ·and see what Board has to say.

20· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Is that

21· ·all --

22· · · · MS. RYAN:· All the other witnesses

23· ·we have are available to either answer

24· ·questions or be offered as rebuttal

25· ·witnesses.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· In which case

·2· ·I would like to go to Mr. Suder, who is

·3· ·going to be, I guess, leading the

·4· ·discussion in opposition.

·5· · · · Mr. Suder, how would you like to

·6· ·present your case?· Do you have multiple

·7· ·witnesses you intend to call?

·8· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Thank you,

·9· ·Mr. Chairman.

10· · · · I plan on just presenting my

11· ·opposition letter that I provided to the

12· ·Board earlier this month.· And then, I do

13· ·have with me today Margy Waller, who is a

14· ·property owner on Magnolia Avenue, as

15· ·well as Danny Klingler, and

16· ·Over-the-Rhine Community Housing.

17· · · · So all three of them will be

18· ·speaking in opposition -- various points

19· ·in opposition to what you've heard today.

20· · · · Generally, if I could just give,

21· ·sort of, a general statement on behalf of

22· ·my clients --

23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, can I

24· ·interrupt you just for a second?

25· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yeah.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Let's go ahead and have

·2· ·Ms. Waller and Mr. Klingler and whoever

·3· ·is going to speak on behalf of the Board,

·4· ·go ahead and be sworn in so that we can

·5· ·be seamless as possible with your

·6· ·presentation.

·7· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Thank you.

·8· · · · (Witnesses duly sworn.)

·9· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Mr. Chair, one more

10· ·point of order.· I believe that

11· ·Mr. Suder, as an attorney for parties of

12· ·record here, does have the ability, if he

13· ·would like, to cross-examine any of the

14· ·witnesses that were just presented by the

15· ·Applicant before he goes into the

16· ·presentation of his case, so --

17· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, would you like

18· ·to begin by cross-examining witnesses

19· ·you've heard?

20· · · · MR. SUDER:· I only have one

21· ·objection or maybe a question for

22· ·Mr. Patel.· So maybe I could ask him

23· ·that.

24· · · · I also have heard some of

25· ·testimony -- I think it's testimony, I'm
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·1· ·not sure -- at least statements that were

·2· ·made about the Department of Community

·3· ·Development for -- the Economic

·4· ·Development Department for the City of

·5· ·Cincinnati having put together a report,

·6· ·and I was wondering if they would be

·7· ·available for cross-examination today?

·8· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Johnson, can you

·9· ·answer that?

10· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No one from that

11· ·department is on the call.· Their letter

12· ·and their analysis is what's provided in

13· ·the packet.

14· · · · MR. SUDER:· So they are available

15· ·for questions?

16· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.· No one is on the

17· ·call today.

18· · · · MR. SUDER:· Oh, okay.

19· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· But their letter and

20· ·their analysis was included in the

21· ·packet.

22· · · · MR. SUDER:· So, Mr. Chairman, I will

23· ·just object to not having the opportunity

24· ·to ask any questions of the Department of

25· ·Community and Economic Development
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·1· ·representative who wrote that letter.

·2· ·Obviously, it is being presented as

·3· ·evidence in this matter.· And so that

·4· ·evidence should be able to be tested.· So

·5· ·I would object to that.

·6· · · · MR. VOSS:· Objection is noted.

·7· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.

·8· · · · The other question I guess I would

·9· ·have is, is the property owner or a

10· ·representative of the property owner

11· ·available to testify here today?

12· · · · Anyone?· Ms. Ryan, do you --

13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Johnson?

14· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· I'm not sure.

15· · · · MR. SUDER:· Again -- and my

16· ·understanding is that Mr. Patel is not

17· ·the owner of the property, correct?  I

18· ·guess Mr. Patel can answer that question.

19· · · · MR. PATEL:· That is correct.

20· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· So I would object

21· ·on that grounds, as well, that the

22· ·property owner who must prove their case

23· ·is not present here today; therefore, the

24· ·case can't be made.

25· · · · MS. RYAN:· The applicants who have
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·1· ·the right to have filed the application

·2· ·are here to defend the case.

·3· · · · MR. SUDER:· So I can ask some

·4· ·questions, maybe, of Mr. Patel, but I

·5· ·really need to ask questions of the

·6· ·owner, since one of the standards is

·7· ·whether the property owner has

·8· ·demonstrated an economic hardship that

·9· ·would overcome the no demolition rule

10· ·that's in Chapter 1435.

11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, your objection

12· ·on that point is also noted.

13· · · · Let's proceed as best we can and we

14· ·can bring that back around after we have

15· ·gotten through this.

16· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· Thank you,

17· ·Mr. Chairman.

18· · · · Generally, besides -- and you have

19· ·in my letter the -- all of the

20· ·justifications for why this building is a

21· ·contributing building in the

22· ·Over-the-Rhine Historic District,

23· ·including the fact that it is a pre-Civil

24· ·War building that dates back prior to the

25· ·Civil War, is one of the last remaining
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·1· ·canal buildings -- canal-facing

·2· ·buildings.· And for those who may not be

·3· ·familiar --

·4· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, just to be

·5· ·clear, I'm not clear if Mr. Suder is

·6· ·acting as a witness right now or where --

·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· I think he's making an

·8· ·opening statement.

·9· · · · MR. SUDER:· I'm making argument.

10· ·The argument here is that it's a

11· ·contributing building; it's in a historic

12· ·district.· The reason it's contributing

13· ·is because it's one of the last remaining

14· ·canal-facing buildings.· Central Parkway

15· ·used to be a canal.· It's documented in

16· ·our letter, in the photographs, and in

17· ·written documentation that was done by a

18· ·historic preservation professional.

19· · · · And so the building is contributing.

20· ·It is one of the last remaining buildings

21· ·that is canal-oriented along Central

22· ·Parkway, so it is a very valuable

23· ·building to the Over-the-Rhine Historic

24· ·District.· We ask it be treated that way.

25· · · · And the only way to demolish the
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·1· ·building under the law, under 1435-09-2,

·2· ·is if there is credible evidence that

·3· ·there is economic hardship.· Essentially,

·4· ·what the code says is, if the applicant

·5· ·can prove that if the City does not allow

·6· ·them to demolish the building, the City

·7· ·would be taking their property from them.

·8· ·Then the Board must grant a Certificate

·9· ·of Appropriateness for demolition.

10· · · · That is not the case here.· It

11· ·cannot be the case here because the

12· ·property owner is currently using the

13· ·building, and has been using the

14· ·building.· They're operating the building

15· ·since at least when they owned it in

16· ·1997.

17· · · · And so the building is what I would

18· ·call a going concern, in that it is

19· ·operational.· So the City cannot possibly

20· ·take the property by refusing to allow it

21· ·to be demolished if it's occupied and

22· ·being used currently.

23· · · · How could there be such extreme

24· ·economic hardship that without the

25· ·demolition, the building would have to be
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·1· ·taken by the City and just compensation

·2· ·paid?· That's absolutely not able to be

·3· ·proved.

·4· · · · We also can't even question the

·5· ·property owner about it because they're

·6· ·not present at today's hearing, which is

·7· ·another record deficiency.

·8· · · · And the fact that someone wants to

·9· ·come in, demolish it and make a profit on

10· ·it, that is not the standard for

11· ·demolition in the Over-the-Rhine Historic

12· ·District.

13· · · · There may be a lot of ways to use a

14· ·lot of buildings in Over-the-Rhine for

15· ·more profitable uses.· We could tear the

16· ·whole place down and start over with new,

17· ·more profitable uses, but that is not the

18· ·standard.

19· · · · The standard is would there be a

20· ·taking, would all economic and viable use

21· ·be deprived if we don't let them tear it

22· ·down.· And for a building of this

23· ·significance, there's no showing that can

24· ·be made.

25· · · · And even if there is, we don't have
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·1· ·the property owner here to be able to

·2· ·test the credibility of this evidence.

·3· · · · So for all the reasons set forth in

·4· ·our letter that we provided, and for the

·5· ·reasons that Ms. Waller, Ms. Rivers, and

·6· ·Mr. Klingler will present this evening,

·7· ·we ask that the Certificate of

·8· ·Appropriateness for demolition be denied.

·9· · · · Thank you.

10· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Now,

11· ·Mr. Suder, do you want to continue with

12· ·your witnesses?

13· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.

14· · · · MR. VOSS:· And I'll give Ms. Ryan an

15· ·opportunity to cross-examine.

16· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Now, I don't need

17· ·to cross-examine any of the witnesses

18· ·that have been called yet.· I do reserve

19· ·the right to -- if I could, to

20· ·cross-examine any rebuttal witnesses.

21· · · · But for the time being here, I would

22· ·call Danny Klingler to start us off.

23· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Should I go ahead,

24· ·Mr. Voss?

25· · · · MR. VOSS:· Please.· You've been
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·1· ·sworn?

·2· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Yes, I have.· And I

·3· ·just would like to clarify before I

·4· ·start, is this solely the -- is there

·5· ·another chance to speak later on to the

·6· ·new construction or is all the speaking

·7· ·consolidated into this -- into the

·8· ·demolition with the new construction

·9· ·right now?· Is this all of my time?

10· · · · MR. VOSS:· We're trying to cover

11· ·both.· I'll give you a significant

12· ·latitude as far as time.

13· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Thank you.

14· · · · Thank you, Mr. Voss.· Thank you,

15· ·members of the Board, for taking the time

16· ·here today.

17· · · · My name is Danny Klingler.· You guys

18· ·know me from many other meetings.· In

19· ·this case, I live immediately across the

20· ·street from this and own my house and own

21· ·a couple of other houses on Magnolia that

22· ·I rent.· And so I guess it has -- in a

23· ·sense, it has a little bit of extra

24· ·significance to me today.

25· · · · I wanted to provide for you a little
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·1· ·bit of perspective of what this process

·2· ·has been like for myself over the last

·3· ·several months, six or so months.· And I

·4· ·think it'll provide some insight also

·5· ·into perhaps how it's been for some of my

·6· ·neighbors, though I won't speak for them.

·7· · · · We were approached, if you could

·8· ·imagine, several months ago by the

·9· ·development team and asked to respond to

10· ·a project.· And so if you can imagine,

11· ·someone -- a developer comes and then

12· ·says, okay, we have this project.

13· · · · So you say -- we say, well, sure.

14· ·Yeah.· We'd love to.· You want to just

15· ·kind of bounce some ideas off of us about

16· ·what you want to build here?· We can work

17· ·together on it.

18· · · · No, no, no.· We already designed it.

19· ·We already know what it's going to be.

20· ·It's going to be large project across the

21· ·street on Magnolia.

22· · · · Okay.· Okay.· So you've already

23· ·designed it.· Well, tell us about it.

24· ·What is it?

25· · · · Well, it's a 90-unit hotel.
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·1· · · · Oh, wow.· A 90-unit hotel building.

·2· ·Okay.· And it has to be that big?

·3· · · · Yeah.· It's got to be that big.

·4· · · · Okay.· Well, I guess, you know, it

·5· ·will bring a lot of people to the

·6· ·neighborhood; that's is a good thing.

·7· ·Okay.· So tell us some more about it.· So

·8· ·it's going to be like a mom-and-pop, like

·9· ·a bed-and-breakfast kind of hotel?

10· · · · No, no, no.· No, it's not going to

11· ·be that.

12· · · · MS. RYAN:· Mr. Chairman, I would

13· ·object to any testimony regarding hotel

14· ·use as it's permitted in the district.

15· · · · MR. VOSS:· I will note your

16· ·objection.· We've given some latitude to

17· ·both sides to tell their story.

18· · · · So, Mr. Klingler, please proceed.

19· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Thank you.· So we

20· ·say, okay, well, is it kind of like a

21· ·regional hotel, like a 21c or an Ace

22· ·Hotel?

23· · · · No, no, no.· It's going to be a

24· ·national or international hotel chain.

25· ·That's who is going to run it.
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·1· · · · Oh, really?· Okay.· Well, you know,

·2· ·we're -- that's kind of not what we're

·3· ·trying to do in Over-the-Rhine, but all

·4· ·right.· Now we have -- so that's who is

·5· ·going to run the hotel.· So are you

·6· ·keeping all the historic buildings?· Are

·7· ·you going to preserve the historic

·8· ·buildings?

·9· · · · Oh, no.· We're going to tear one

10· ·down.

11· · · · Which one is that going to be?

12· · · · Well, it's going to be the one on

13· ·the -- it's going to be the one on the

14· ·corner.· And we're going to tear that one

15· ·down.

16· · · · Well, are you aware that's, you

17· ·know, a canal building and one of the

18· ·only ones remaining?

19· · · · No, no.· We're not aware of that,

20· ·but we've got to get rid of it.

21· · · · Okay.· Well, tell us about the

22· ·height.· So this is a lower-scale portion

23· ·of Over-the-Rhine, you know, two- and

24· ·three-story homes.· And certainly our

25· ·homes are two-stories tall.· Can you
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·1· ·limit it to that height?

·2· · · · Well, no.· We are going to build it

·3· ·four stories, but they are going to be

·4· ·set back so no one will notice it.

·5· · · · Well, you know, it is going to block

·6· ·folks' view, first of all.· And secondly,

·7· ·more importantly, that will now be the

·8· ·highest point.· It will supersede the

·9· ·historic buildings in this lower-scale

10· ·area.· Can you, at least, put that fourth

11· ·story on the Central Parkway side, you

12· ·know, where there is higher density and

13· ·there's more height?· Can you do that?

14· · · · No, no.· We can't do that.

15· · · · And so what I've just described to

16· ·you is my experience of this process.

17· ·And it's been an experience of very

18· ·little compromise, of a tremendous amount

19· ·of work on the part of a lot of neighbors

20· ·to try to exact some compromise.· And

21· ·just -- it feels futile.

22· · · · And so the reason we're here today

23· ·with an attorney is because how do you --

24· ·what else do you do at a certain point?

25· · · · I don't think any neighbor here
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·1· · · · ·would have an objection with a

·2· · · · ·largely-sized development being built

·3· · · · ·here.

·4· · · · · · · But the attitude of Mr. Patel, quite

·5· · · · ·frankly, specifically, and I don't mean

·6· · · · ·to call him out personally, but the

·7· · · · ·behavior has been, it's my way or the

·8· · · · ·highway.· We'll present it to you, but we

·9· · · · ·won't change anything of substance.· And

10· · · · ·that is what is so frustrating and

11· · · · ·disheartening about being here today.

12· · · · · · · So that's really my testimony.  I

13· · · · ·wanted you guys to, kind of, understand

14· · · · ·the perspective of what this process has

15· · · · ·been like for me.· Thank you.

16· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Ms. Ryan,

17· · · · ·would you like to go ahead and

18· · · · ·cross-examine Mr. Klingler at this point?

19· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Before that, Mr. Voss,

20· · · · ·may I ask him a few clarifying questions

21· · · · ·on the record?

22· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· You may.

23· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.

24· · · · · · · · · · EXAMINATION

25· ·BY MR. SUDER:
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·1· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Klingler, can just clarify --

·2· ·you stated a comment about the height.· You

·3· ·were talking about the infill if this building

·4· ·is allowed to be demolished.

·5· · · · ·A.· ·That's correct.

·6· · · · ·Q.· ·And you were talking about four

·7· ·stories, three stories, two stories.· Can you

·8· ·clarify, what's the height of your block of

·9· ·residential buildings on Magnolia?

10· · · · · · · And just give the Board an

11· ·understanding and flavor of the heights of the

12· ·buildings surrounding this property.

13· · · · ·A.· ·Yeah.· So I think that it's true to

14· ·say that all of the buildings in the immediate

15· ·vicinity here are under four stories.· On

16· ·Magnolia, on the -- going as far east as the

17· ·western facing side of Elm Street, 15th Street,

18· ·all the historic buildings are at or below four

19· ·stories.

20· · · · · · · And certainly, on Magnolia Street,

21· ·it's one of the lowest-scale streets in the

22· ·neighborhood.· It's rows of 1840s and '50s

23· ·two-story, single family homes on Magnolia

24· ·Street.

25· · · · ·Q.· ·And then so what is the issue around
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·1· ·height?· What is your objection on height of

·2· ·the infill development?

·3· · · · ·A.· ·Well, the issue is that we have a

·4· ·part of the neighborhood with a particular

·5· ·flavor and a particular character, and we would

·6· ·like it to remain a two- and three-story

·7· ·section of neighborhood.

·8· · · · · · · And that's what the guidelines say

·9· ·that, you know, it should remain because the

10· ·within one-story rule -- within one story of

11· ·adjacent contributing buildings, that is the

12· ·rule for the height of new construction.· And

13· ·this building would be abutting a two-story

14· ·building on the north side of Magnolia Street.

15· ·And it would be directly across the street from

16· ·the whole row of six-in-a-row two-story

17· ·buildings.

18· · · · · · · So we believe it -- or I believe it

19· ·should be -- the development should be

20· ·consistent with the other buildings.· And maybe

21· ·it doesn't need to be two stories, but I think

22· ·three stories would be very reasonable for this

23· ·particular part of the neighborhood.

24· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Klingler, are you familiar with

25· ·the infill drawings that were produced or the
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·1· ·drawings for the infill construction that were

·2· ·produced?

·3· · · · ·A.· ·Yes, I am.

·4· · · · ·Q.· ·And so, I believe, on the elevation,

·5· ·or at least on the front elevation of the

·6· ·building, it shows the fourth floor being

·7· ·proposed to be set back from Central Avenue.

·8· · · · · · · Can you tell me why you would be

·9· ·opposed to that?

10· · · · ·A.· ·Well, personally, I would not be

11· ·opposed to the -- what's called the fourth

12· ·story that's on the Central Parkway side of the

13· ·development; that's sort of -- that's part

14· ·of -- on the new building that fronts on

15· ·Central Parkway, there's a setback fourth

16· ·story.· I'm not sure if it's a roof deck or

17· ·another -- exactly what it is.· But I

18· ·personally would not object to that fourth

19· ·story.

20· · · · · · · It's the fourth story that moves

21· ·down into the interior of Over-The-Rhine, down

22· ·the side streets of Magnolia and Whetsel Alley

23· ·that I personally take issue with.

24· · · · · · · And again, that's because all of the

25· ·surrounding historic buildings that would
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·1· ·surround that fourth story are all

·2· ·three-stories or two-stories tall.

·3· · · · ·Q.· ·Thank you.· I just wanted you to

·4· ·clarify.

·5· · · · ·A.· ·Okay.· Thank you.

·6· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Sorry.· Ms. Ryan, would

·7· · · · ·you like to cross-examine Mr. Klingler?

·8· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, I have no

·9· · · · ·questions for Mr. Klingler.· I will point

10· · · · ·out that the owner, Brahma Ramineni, has

11· · · · ·come in and is available whenever it

12· · · · ·makes sense to do so.

13· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Let's -- this

14· · · · ·is getting out of order.· Let's proceed

15· · · · ·with Ms. Waller.

16· · · · · · · Mr. Suder, you have two or three

17· · · · ·people that you were going to call to

18· · · · ·testify?

19· · · · · · · MR. STURKEY:· Mr. Suder, you are

20· · · · ·muted.

21· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Sorry.· Ms. Waller is

22· · · · ·here along with Ms. Rivers.· Those are

23· · · · ·the two other.

24· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· I would like to go ahead

25· · · · ·and have them do their presentations, and
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·1· ·then we'll circle back to the owner and

·2· ·give you an opportunity to respond.

·3· · · · And then we have a number of other

·4· ·people who we will ask to speak.· And

·5· ·then both Ms. Ryan and Mr. Suder will

·6· ·have an opportunity to cross-examine

·7· ·them, should they choose so.

·8· · · · Let's go ahead, Mr. Suder, and

·9· ·complete what you're saying, and then

10· ·we'll give Ms. Ryan an opportunity to

11· ·call an additional witness.

12· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

13· · · · Ms. Waller, are you ready to go?

14· · · · MS. WALLER:· Yes, thank you.

15· · · · MR. SUDER:· Please proceed.

16· · · · MS. WALLER:· Thank you to Chairman

17· ·Voss and the members of the Board.

18· · · · I'm pleased to speak here today as

19· ·another owner of property on Magnolia

20· ·Street, directly across from the location

21· ·planned for the hotel.· I actually used

22· ·to live in the building that is at the

23· ·far eastern side of the proposed hotel,

24· ·also owned by the same owner.· So I

25· ·actually paid by my rent in the building
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·1· ·that is proposed for demolition.

·2· · · · And I will say that I am, honestly,

·3· ·deeply confused, as an owner who bought

·4· ·an empty house and invested in this

·5· ·property, completely rehabbing it, and

·6· ·has invested many hours of my time in

·7· ·neighborhood issues, I'm confused to see

·8· ·the owner of the building that is

·9· ·proposed for demolition and who has been

10· ·using it as his office since 1997, is now

11· ·claiming there's absolutely no

12· ·economically viable use for the building.

13· ·It just really seems impossible.

14· · · · Honestly, it strains any kind of

15· ·logic to me that he bought it, claims he

16· ·hasn't needed to make any changes to it,

17· ·and yet, now, it needs to be torn down.

18· · · · I really believe that when we buy

19· ·buildings in Over-the-Rhine in this

20· ·historic district and this very special

21· ·place, that we are like temporary

22· ·caretakers of buildings that need to be

23· ·here for the future.· This is a historic

24· ·district because it is incredibly unique

25· ·across the country.· And it should be it
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·1· ·cherished and treated as such.

·2· · · · And if you buy a building here, you

·3· ·have an obligation to take care of it.

·4· ·This is a special building.· I'm honestly

·5· ·looking at it as I'm speaking to you.

·6· ·And I look at it almost every day because

·7· ·my home office looks out on it.

·8· · · · It is special because it was on the

·9· ·canal.· We have photographs that I

10· ·cherish with kids swimming in the canal

11· ·in front of this very same building.· And

12· ·you can recognize it.· It's the same

13· ·building.· It's totally recognizable.

14· · · · So to give the person who bought the

15· ·building over three decades ago --

16· ·three-and-a-half decades ago, and who

17· ·said he hasn't needed to make any changes

18· ·to it to keep it in shape, but now it

19· ·needs to be torn down -- it doesn't seem

20· ·like the way we should treat these very

21· ·special buildings in this important

22· ·district and, you know, take care of them

23· ·for the future for visitors.

24· · · · It is what makes people want to

25· ·visit this place.· And if we continue to
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·1· ·tear down these buildings, it becomes a

·2· ·less special place that people will not

·3· ·want to visit.

·4· · · · I don't think the question is

·5· ·whether this development can be done with

·6· ·or without tearing down this building.

·7· ·You know, that's not question.· The

·8· ·question is whether the building has a

·9· ·viable use.· And it clearly does.· It's

10· ·been used for over three decades.

11· · · · I just want to make a couple of

12· ·other quick points that are not strictly

13· ·about the demo.

14· · · · First of all, I am a member of the

15· ·board of the Over-the-Rhine Community

16· ·Council, as is Danny Klingler.· And I

17· ·just, for the record, wanted to say that

18· ·the Over-the-Rhine Community Council did

19· ·consider this issue and did oppose it.

20· ·They did oppose the demolition.· They did

21· ·oppose the use of having a hotel in this

22· ·residential area.· And that is the other

23· ·point that I want to make.

24· · · · This is a residential neighborhood.

25· ·When we learned about the hotel and the
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·1· ·bar, we also learned that our

·2· ·neighborhood has been zoned commercial.

·3· ·Many of us did not know that.· And so we

·4· ·immediately began taking a look around

·5· ·and wondering what does that mean for us,

·6· ·and what can we do about it.

·7· · · · And so we literally walked the

·8· ·neighborhood from 14th Street to Liberty,

·9· ·between Elm and Central where it is

10· ·mostly zoned commercial, and categorized

11· ·each of the buildings.· And, you know,

12· ·almost universally the buildings are

13· ·being used as residential spaces.

14· ·Sometimes they have commercial on the

15· ·first floor, a small commercial that

16· ·would be actually allowed in a

17· ·residential zone as well.· But it is

18· ·really a residential district.

19· · · · And so all of us -- well, as we're

20· ·talking about this, need to think of --

21· · · · MS. RYAN:· I'm going to object to

22· ·any testimony about the idea that this

23· ·should be zoned differently.· That is not

24· ·on the table.· This is not zoned

25· ·residential.
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·1· · · · And further, to the extent that the

·2· ·rezoning that's planning to be

·3· ·reconsidered, the one that they have

·4· ·pending at this time, was not brought

·5· ·forth until after the filing of this

·6· ·application.

·7· · · · MS. WALLER:· I want just want to

·8· ·make one point because Beth Johnson

·9· ·mentioned it, and that is that the City

10· ·code allows for a request from a City

11· ·Council member to do a zone change.

12· · · · That request was made by a City

13· ·Council member, I think, a couple months

14· ·ago.· So I don't know about the timing,

15· ·but the point really is that as we're

16· ·thinking about -- and now this gets to

17· ·the conditional use -- outdoor use of

18· ·space with music and, again, literally

19· ·like inches or feet from my window you're

20· ·talking about putting an outdoor bar and

21· ·entertainment area.· That really does

22· ·matter when it comes to thinking about

23· ·the conditional use.

24· · · · And so there is, you know, a pending

25· ·request from a City Council member to the
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·1· ·Planning Commission to change the zoning.

·2· ·That is a matter that should be

·3· ·considered by the Board in this hearing

·4· ·today.

·5· · · · We have been experiencing the

·6· ·outdoor use of space from The Pitch bar

·7· ·now since it opened, and I will tell you

·8· ·as someone who -- I can hear it.· I can

·9· ·hear the conversations, literally, the

10· ·words being used by people because that's

11· ·how the sound carries right now.

12· · · · Granted, if the hotel is built,

13· ·maybe I wouldn't hear the interior

14· ·courtyard, but I bet you the people on

15· ·15th Street and the alley will be able to

16· ·hear it.· And if there's an outdoor space

17· ·above my -- you know, just across the

18· ·street and above my window, I will be

19· ·able to hear that, too.

20· · · · So we -- I do object to the -- that

21· ·conditional use.· I would ask you to

22· ·recognize that this really is a

23· ·residential neighborhood.

24· · · · And with that, I'll conclude my

25· ·testimony.· Thank you.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, do you have

·2· ·any additional questions for Ms. Waller?

·3· · · · MR. SUDER:· No.· Thank you, Ms.

·4· ·Waller.

·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Ryan, do you have any

·6· ·questions and cross-examination?

·7· · · · MS. RYAN:· No, Chairman, I do not.

·8· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· All right.

·9· · · · Mr. Suder, Ms. Rivers is going to

10· ·speak as well?

11· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes, Mr. Chairman.

12· · · · Ms. Rivers.

13· · · · MS. RIVERS:· Thank you.· My name is

14· ·Mary Burke Rivers.· I'm the executive

15· ·director at Over-the-Rhine Community

16· ·Housing.· And I've had the honor or

17· ·working here in Over-the-Rhine for nearly

18· ·30 years.

19· · · · The organization, Over-the-Rhine

20· ·Community Housing, that I work for has

21· ·deep roots in the neighborhood, where our

22· ·founders fought for both the preservation

23· ·of buildings, and the preservation of

24· ·people who make up this community.

25· · · · Some of our founding members put
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·1· ·their bodies in front of bulldozers in a

·2· ·last ditch effort to save historic

·3· ·buildings.· We've marched; we've

·4· ·testified; and with blood, sweat, and

·5· ·tears, we've saved buildings.

·6· · · · For the most part, we put this

·7· ·energy into savings buildings so that

·8· ·they could become homes for our

·9· ·neighbors.

10· · · · While the people here have always

11· ·been our priority, over the last three

12· ·decades I've come to develop a deeper

13· ·appreciation for the buildings.· The

14· ·historic buildings have a life here.

15· ·These old buildings have lived here for

16· ·over a century.· They are as much a part

17· ·of the fabric of Over-the-Rhine as the

18· ·people we love.· The buildings tell the

19· ·stories of Over-the-Rhine.· They're a

20· ·living, material testimony of who we have

21· ·been and who we are.

22· · · · Maybe it is the fact that we've lost

23· ·so many of our neighbors that the

24· ·historic buildings become that much more

25· ·meaningful to me.
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·1· · · · Our City has allowed economics to

·2· ·dictate the loss of our neighbors and the

·3· ·loss of a lack of affordable housing

·4· ·across our City -- the loss of or a lack

·5· ·of affordable housing across our City.

·6· · · · A developer simply says they can't

·7· ·afford to include affordable housing and

·8· ·that's it.· While there's legitimacy to

·9· ·that argument that the math doesn't

10· ·always work, little or no effort is made

11· ·to address the problem.

12· · · · Over-the-Rhine is an historic

13· ·district with protections for the

14· ·historic buildings, and yet we allow

15· ·developers to tear down buildings.· Once

16· ·again, a developer says the economics

17· ·don't work.· Permission is granted, and a

18· ·building is torn down and our history is

19· ·destroyed.

20· · · · I find this both heartbreaking and

21· ·discouraging.· It is hard to remain

22· ·hopeful when so many of our neighbors are

23· ·struggling, and those with political

24· ·power and in leadership refuse to take

25· ·meaningful action.
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·1· · · · I know that I'm combining what might

·2· ·seem to be two different issues, but to

·3· ·me they are connected.· We allow economic

·4· ·development efforts to move forward, even

·5· ·when they violate our own rules -- and in

·6· ·this case, the historic district

·7· ·protection -- with the hope that the

·8· ·economic impact will trickle down to

·9· ·where it is needed most.

10· · · · The benefits never trickle down.

11· ·And we lose valuable assets that include

12· ·both our people and our collective

13· ·history that live in the buildings.

14· · · · Thank you.

15· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.

16· · · · Again, Mr. Suder, any questions for

17· ·Ms. Rivers?

18· · · · MR. SUDER:· No, Mr. Chairman.· Thank

19· ·you.

20· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Ryan, would you like

21· ·to cross examine?

22· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, I have no

23· ·questions.

24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· I'd like to circle

25· ·back -- or I'm sorry, Mr. Suder.
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·1· · · · Those were the people that you said

·2· ·you intended to have testify, correct?

·3· · · · MR. SUDER:· That is correct,

·4· ·Mr. Chairman.

·5· · · · THE COURT:· Ms. Ryan, you mentioned

·6· ·that Mr. Ramineni was present.

·7· · · · Would you like to have him speak?

·8· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, he is here for

·9· ·cross-examination, and I may have some

10· ·redirect, but we have no preliminary

11· ·testimonies.

12· · · · MR. VOSS:· I'm sorry.· Say that

13· ·again.

14· · · · MS. RYAN:· He is available for

15· ·cross-examination by Mr. Suder.· I may

16· ·have some redirect, but we have no

17· ·preliminary testimony.

18· · · · MR. VOSS:· Is Mr. Ramineni the

19· ·owner?

20· · · · MR. RAMINENI:· Yeah.· I'm Brahma

21· ·Ramineni.

22· · · · MR. VOSS:· I understand Mr. Suder

23· ·had some questions.· First, we need to

24· ·know -- we'll get Mr. Ramineni sworn in.

25· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)
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·1· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Mr. Suder,

·2· · · · ·you mentioned you wanted to cross-examine

·3· · · · ·the owner?

·4· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Thank you,

·5· · · · ·Mr. Chairman.

·6· · · · · · · I'm getting bit of a reverb there.

·7· · · · ·Is that --

·8· · · · · · · MR. STURKEY:· I think it's the audio

·9· · · · ·in Ms. Ryan's office there.· I'm not sure

10· · · · ·there is anything we can do on that

11· · · · ·front.

12· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· That's better.

13· · · · · · · · ·CROSS-EXAMINATION

14· ·BY MR. SUDER:

15· · · · ·Q.· ·All right.· Mr. Ramineni, good

16· ·afternoon.· My name is Sean Suder.· I'm the

17· ·attorney for Margy Waller, Danny Klingler, and

18· ·the Over-the-Rhine Community Housing, and I'm

19· ·here just to ask you some questions as the

20· ·owner of the property.

21· · · · · · · You are the owner of this subject

22· ·property; is that correct?

23· · · · ·A.· ·It is owned by our corporation

24· ·Downtown Property Management, Inc.· I'm one of

25· ·the shareholders.
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·1· · · · ·Q.· ·Very good.· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · · And you purchased the property in

·3· ·1997; is that correct?· Or your entity

·4· ·purchased the property in 1997; is that right?

·5· · · · ·A.· ·That is correct, yes.

·6· · · · ·Q.· ·And what is the building currently

·7· ·being used for?

·8· · · · ·A.· ·It's barely used.· We have an office

·9· ·there.· We're maintaining the office just to

10· ·keep it maintained, keep the building

11· ·maintained, but it is in a substantially bad

12· ·shape, the building is.

13· · · · ·Q.· ·How long have you been operating an

14· ·office in that property?

15· · · · ·A.· ·I believe we opened our office there

16· ·in 2001.

17· · · · ·Q.· ·And have you made any alterations to

18· ·the building inside or outside during that time

19· ·period?

20· · · · ·A.· ·We -- actually, with the stadium

21· ·opening up, we had to do some outside work,

22· ·painting work outside.· Other than that,

23· ·nothing substantial.

24· · · · ·Q.· ·But you stated that the building is

25· ·in disrepair; is that correct?
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·1· · · · ·A.· ·It is in disrepair, yes, sir.

·2· · · · ·Q.· ·And was it in disrepair when you

·3· ·purchased it in 1997?

·4· · · · ·A.· ·No.· We had tenants living in there.

·5· ·We were renting it, commericial space.· We had

·6· ·a lithograph company, a construction company,

·7· ·and an attorney's office was there when we

·8· ·bought it.

·9· · · · · · · But over the course of time, the

10· ·building has been substantially needing work.

11· ·And as the people moved out, it's very hard to

12· ·rent it now.

13· · · · ·Q.· ·And when you purchased the property,

14· ·were you familiar or aware that the property is

15· ·located in the Over-the-Rhine Historic

16· ·District?

17· · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

18· · · · ·Q.· ·So can you tell us why you didn't

19· ·make any of the necessary repairs to the

20· ·building over the last 30 years?

21· · · · ·A.· ·The way the building is structured,

22· ·it's not about getting the repairs.· We don't

23· ·mind -- we do sell buildings.· That is what we

24· ·do, our speciality is.· We haven't gone to a

25· ·single building in Over-the-Rhine over a course
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·1· ·of period -- check out our track record.· We've

·2· ·owned and operated all three thousand units in

·3· ·Over-the-Rhine, always maintained them.

·4· · · · · · · We would like to maintain a building

·5· ·and develop it, that's our goal.· It's the best

·6· ·thing that would show the community.· And this

·7· ·particular building, the way it's constructed,

·8· ·it's not a viable building.· There's nothing

·9· ·you can do it.· It has steep staircases.· One

10· ·going up.· One going to the back.· There's no

11· ·elevator in it and you can't put an elevator in

12· ·wood joist building that's crumbling.· This

13· ·building cannot be salvaged.· It's beyond

14· ·repair.

15· · · · ·Q.· ·So you chose not to invest in the

16· ·building; is that what you're saying?

17· · · · ·A.· ·That's what we're planning on doing

18· ·now, but that building there is not viable for

19· ·repair.· That's what I'm saying.

20· · · · ·Q.· ·So you purchased the building in

21· ·1997.· It's 2021.· You've been operating since

22· ·2001, I think; is that right?

23· · · · ·A.· ·We have an office there, yes, since

24· ·2001.

25· · · · ·Q.· ·And you've chosen not to make any
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·1· ·significant or substantial improvements to the

·2· ·building.· You've let it deteriorate; is that

·3· ·correct?

·4· · · · ·A.· ·I'm not saying we're letting it

·5· ·deteriorate.· That's not my argument there.

·6· ·The argument is the building, the way it sits,

·7· ·there's no way you can do some repairs in it

·8· ·and make it code compliant.· You'd have to have

·9· ·handicap access.· You'd have to have an

10· ·elevator in it in order for it to maintain.

11· ·You cannot do it on this building.· This is

12· ·what we do for a living.· This building is

13· ·beyond repair, based on the code compliant.

14· · · · ·Q.· ·But you've been using the building

15· ·since 2001, correct?

16· · · · ·A.· ·We maintain an office just to

17· ·maintain an office, just to have an office.

18· · · · ·Q.· ·And you said you made improvements

19· ·to the exterior because the stadium was located

20· ·across the street.· Can you tell us why you did

21· ·that?

22· · · · ·A.· ·Just to keep the building a little

23· ·bit cleaner from the outside look.

24· · · · ·Q.· ·And what was it that -- why did the

25· ·stadium trigger that investment?
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·1· · · · ·A.· ·What was that?

·2· · · · ·Q.· ·I said, why did the stadium trigger

·3· ·that investment by you in the exterior of the

·4· ·building?

·5· · · · ·A.· ·I will say, number one, being a good

·6· ·partner, support the neighborhood.· It was

·7· ·requested by some of the neighborhood neighbors

·8· ·that if we could paint the building outside, it

·9· ·would be more appropriate for the neighborhood

10· ·and we did that.· That was a year and a half

11· ·ago when we painted.

12· · · · ·Q.· ·So just to recap, you've been using

13· ·the building since 2001.· When you purchased it

14· ·in 1997, the building was not in disrepair.

15· ·But in 2021, it is beyond repair?

16· · · · ·A.· ·I did not say it was not in

17· ·disrepair.· It was in a bad shape in the year

18· ·when we purchased the building.· The whole

19· ·first floor was vacant when we purchased the

20· ·building.

21· · · · · · · And over the course of time, people

22· ·moved out and it's -- we opened an office just

23· ·to maintain the building, just to have an

24· ·office in the building because we don't want to

25· ·have a vacant building and be paying a premium
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·1· ·fee to the City of Cincinnati just to have a

·2· ·vacant building.· We're not against repairing

·3· ·it or developing it, but this particular

·4· ·building is not a repairable building; that I

·5· ·know.· I have been doing this too long.

·6· · · · · · · We actually -- there was a house

·7· ·next door that was condemned.· The City wanted

·8· ·it torn down.· We actually repaired that house.

·9· ·Margy Waller knows.· She used to rent from us

10· ·three years ago.· The house was supposed to be

11· ·torn down by the City of Cincinnati.· We paid,

12· ·we got the permits, we repaired the house.· So

13· ·I'm all for repairing buildings and keeping

14· ·them up to date.

15· · · · ·Q.· ·Let me just understand.· When you

16· ·say, repairing the building, are you referring

17· ·to a change in the use of a building to another

18· ·use that would trigger a building code

19· ·compliance?

20· · · · ·A.· ·Whatever it takes, we're there to do

21· ·that.· But this particular building has no fit.

22· ·If it wouldn't fit an office.· I mean, we do

23· ·have people that wanted to use that as a garage

24· ·or a car repair shop.· There used to be a car

25· ·repair shop across the street.· He wanted to
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·1· ·buy this building and use it.· But that's

·2· ·neither here nor there.· Maybe for a car

·3· ·repair, you don't need to fix it for code

·4· ·compliant and all that.· But for the best use

·5· ·of this building, it's not viable.

·6· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· That's all I have, Mr.

·7· · · · ·Ramineni.

·8· · · · · · · MR. RAMINENI:· Thank you.

·9· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Any response,

10· · · · ·Ms. Ryan?· Any other questions for

11· · · · ·Mr. Ramineni?

12· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Yes.· I have a couple of

13· · · · ·redirect questions.

14· · · · · · · · REDIRECT EXAMINATION

15· ·BY MS. RYAN:

16· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Ramineni, so am I to assume

17· ·you've maintained the building?

18· · · · ·A.· ·We've been doing maintenance.

19· · · · ·Q.· ·And can you explain, again, a little

20· ·bit about the improvements that you would have

21· ·to make to invest in the building?

22· · · · ·A.· ·It needs to be torn down and rebuild

23· ·back up.· You cannot repair this.· The way this

24· ·is building set up, it's beyond repair.· It

25· ·comes from the base -- the foundation.· If the
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·1· ·foundation is bad, there's nothing you can do.

·2· · · · ·Q.· ·And have you ever had any code

·3· ·violations on this building?

·4· · · · ·A.· ·No.

·5· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· That's all I have.

·6· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Unless either

·7· · · · ·Ms. Ryan or Mr. Suder have anything else?

·8· · · · ·We've heard their arguments, I would like

·9· · · · ·to go through -- we have a number of

10· · · · ·other people signed up.· I would like to

11· · · · ·give each two minutes to share their

12· · · · ·thoughts.· And I will give Ms. Ryan and

13· · · · ·Mr. Suder an opportunity to question

14· · · · ·them, should they wish to.

15· · · · · · · All right.· We'll start with Brian

16· · · · ·Ragusa.

17· · · · · · · MS. RAGUSA:· Holly Brians Ragusa.

18· · · · ·Thank you, Chairman Voss.

19· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.

20· · · · · · · MS. RAGUSA:· That's all right.· And

21· · · · ·thank you to the Historic --

22· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Have you been sworn in?

23· · · · · · · MS. RAGUSA:· I've not actually.

24· · · · ·Thank you.

25· · · · · · · (Witness duly sworn.)
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Please go

·2· ·ahead.

·3· · · · MS. RAGUSA:· Okay.· Thank you.· My

·4· ·name is Holly Brians Ragusa, a close

·5· ·neighbor to this current situation with a

·6· ·line of sight and sound and a quality of

·7· ·life concern for the activity that might

·8· ·shine and sound into my mother and

·9· ·daughter's room that face Elm.

10· · · · I'm at 1414 Elm Street, essentially

11· ·across from Magnolia.· I'm also on the

12· ·executive board for the Friends of Music

13· ·Hall, another preservation board in

14· ·Over-the-Rhine.

15· · · · So I've lived in my home for just

16· ·over three years.· I've spent the last

17· ·five years securing, designing, learning,

18· ·redesigning, relearning, building, and

19· ·actively restoring our home.· We have a

20· ·unique home.· One that hadn't been lived

21· ·in for decades, in great disrepair, and

22· ·turned down by many builders.· And by

23· ·many standards, was not a contributing

24· ·building.

25· · · · It was an enormous undertaking and
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·1· ·economic hardship, made little sense

·2· ·financially, but my husband and I wanted

·3· ·to invest in a historic district, to be

·4· ·part of what makes and keeps OTR special.

·5· · · · I have history here.· My father was

·6· ·born across the street at 1431 Elm.· My

·7· ·great grandparents, Jenny and Almer Brown

·8· ·owned a candy store where Anchor and now

·9· ·Losanti is.· My family knew the canal.

10· ·They knew those buildings.· They walked

11· ·these streets.· I came to this area drawn

12· ·by its history, my history, and that of

13· ·every person before and after.

14· · · · This home project wasn't easy.· It

15· ·cost far more than anticipated, took a

16· ·tremendous amount of care, energy, and

17· ·consideration.· In fact, the scaffolding

18· ·only came down less than two weeks ago,

19· ·even though we've been here three years,

20· ·by restoring this facade back to its

21· ·historical state.· One that few could

22· ·imagine would be restored.

23· · · · And yet, the task set before me was

24· ·a responsibility we accepted when I came

25· ·before this very board four years ago
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·1· ·seeking a Certificate of Appropriateness.

·2· ·It wasn't a home run.· I asked to table

·3· ·the vote and then engaged my neighbors.

·4· ·I heard concerns, and those of Beth

·5· ·Johnson.· I paid for further redesign,

·6· ·learned the stories and the passion for

·7· ·preservation here.

·8· · · · I watched this building in question

·9· ·be painted and spruced up in its

10· ·entirety, four sides of a brick building,

11· ·two stories, which is an enormous

12· ·financial investment, when FC went in,

13· ·just like a lot of other buildings who

14· ·hoped to increase their value.· I can't

15· ·imagine the state disrepair that they

16· ·would invest that amount of money on it.

17· · · · In the end, it's been painfully

18· ·clear we've been asked to do more than

19· ·most developers are.· We've been willing

20· ·to comply and invest, largely because we

21· ·believe this Board had the power to act

22· ·with preservation in mind.· We respect

23· ·and adhere to that.

24· · · · More importantly, we believed the

25· ·area would be protected from interests

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 320



·1· ·where money or loopholes could be used to

·2· ·get around the intention and importance

·3· ·of historic conservation, often flying in

·4· ·the face of historic or neighbor

·5· ·concerns, and in many cases when

·6· ·conservation has not been demanded or

·7· ·expected.

·8· · · · This canal building -- this

·9· ·irreplaceable mark on our City's history,

10· ·and its now seemingly foregone demise,

11· ·has sadly become a retirement plan.· And

12· ·the recommendation is to proceed with

13· ·demolition on a building that cannot be

14· ·replaced and has the integrity to be

15· ·restored.

16· · · · I'm mindful of the very name of this

17· ·Board, for which you the honorable

18· ·members and chairs serve, the Historic

19· ·Conservation Board.· It's my hope that

20· ·preservation remains above development,

21· ·to save what would otherwise be lost, to

22· ·demand that developers honor the

23· ·privilege of preservation; that which is

24· ·demanded from people like me, residents.

25· · · · Please deny this request for
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·1· ·demolition.· Thank you.

·2· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· I'm going to

·3· ·move through, but if either Ms. Ryan or

·4· ·Mr. Suder would like to question the

·5· ·witness, please let me know.

·6· · · · John Walter.· Is Mr. Walter on the

·7· ·line?

·8· · · · MR. STURKEY:· I believe John Walter

·9· ·is present.· Mr. Walter, would you like

10· ·to testify?

11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Unmute.

12· · · · MR. STURKEY:· And we'll need you to

13· ·unmute, Mr. Walter.· I think he is having

14· ·technical difficulties, maybe come back.

15· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· So I'll come

16· ·back around.

17· · · · Jeffrey Quint?

18· · · · All right.· Brandon Elliot?· As

19· ·it -- are we just not picking people up

20· ·or --

21· · · · MR. STURKEY:· It looks like

22· ·Mr. Walter is with us now.· I think the

23· ·other two individuals just named have

24· ·dropped off.

25· · · · MS. MAYNES:· Brandon Elliot did not
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·1· ·didn't check in.· He didn't check in.

·2· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· Mr. Walter.· Would

·3· ·you like to proceed?

·4· · · · MR. WALTER:· Yes, sir.

·5· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)

·6· · · · MR. WALTER:· Can I proceed?

·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Please.

·8· · · · MR. WALTER:· I'm John Walter, a

·9· ·resident and small business owner in the

10· ·Klotter Conroy neighborhood of

11· ·Over-the-Rhine.· I'm a trustee in the

12· ·Over-the-Rhine Community Council and

13· ·today, I'll only speak my own personal

14· ·thoughts.· As someone who's been -- has

15· ·called Over-the-Rhine home since 1984,

16· ·these are the most optimistic days the

17· ·urban core has ever seen.

18· · · · The opening of the FC Stadium,

19· ·coupled with the opening of The Pitch and

20· ·this proposed hotel would bring to life a

21· ·large part of Central Parkway, the

22· ·commercial corridor that's been dormant

23· ·for many years.

24· · · · Hotel patrons bring a

25· ·seven-day-per-week sustainable customer
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·1· ·base that OTR small businesses need to

·2· ·prosper.· I'm an avid walker covering the

·3· ·length and breadth of OTR daily.· My

·4· ·observation is most OTR businesses have a

·5· ·reliable customer base Friday through

·6· ·Sunday, assuming the weather is good,

·7· ·however struggle to attract a customer

·8· ·base Monday through Thursdays.· Many

·9· ·restaurants are closed Mondays through

10· ·Wednesday or Thursday because of this.

11· · · · A medium-sized hotel in

12· ·Over-the-Rhine will provide the

13· ·seven-day-per-week customer base that

14· ·small business need and the stadiums.

15· ·The existing buildings south of The Pitch

16· ·leave a very blighted perception of

17· ·Over-the-Rhine to the 25,000 soccer fans,

18· ·many from out of town, many making --

19· ·kind of getting an impression of

20· ·Cincinnati for the first time.

21· · · · This proposed hotel would be a

22· ·statement to many, both from Cincinnati

23· ·and outside of Cincinnati, that

24· ·Cincinnati is on the rise, not on the

25· ·decline.· And it's a tremendous taxpayer
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·1· ·investment in the FC Stadium, and in

·2· ·Over-the-Rhine, Washington Park, the

·3· ·street car, and everything else that

·4· ·taxpayers have paid for in Over-the-Rhine

·5· ·with the specific intent of attracting

·6· ·private investment.

·7· · · · This is the private investment that

·8· ·Cincinnati has been dying for.· Outside

·9· ·of Cincinnati money coming in doing great

10· ·things.· A small number of the same

11· ·individuals have opposed most large

12· ·market-laid projects in Over-the-Rhine,

13· ·including even the FC Stadium.· Please

14· ·consider approval of this hotel project

15· ·to keep Over-the-Rhine and Cincinnati

16· ·headed on a sustainable economic path for

17· ·the future generations, including my

18· ·daughter who's 20 years old up at UC and

19· ·she loves Over-the-Rhine.· And I would

20· ·like her to, you know, have a reason to

21· ·stay in Cincinnati.

22· · · · So thank you very much.

23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.

24· · · · Again, Jeffrey Quint?

25· · · · All right.· Moving on. Paul Muller.
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·1· · · · MR. MULLER:· Thank you.· I have not

·2· ·been sworn in.

·3· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)

·4· · · · MR. MULLER:· Thank you.

·5· · · · First of all, I'm Paul Muller, the

·6· ·executive director of the Cincinnati

·7· ·Preservation Association.· We really

·8· ·appreciate the service of the Board in

·9· ·implementing our historic conservation

10· ·ordinances.· Those were put in place to

11· ·protect the historic resources of

12· ·Cincinnati.

13· · · · And as we experience development,

14· ·there is more and more pressure on the

15· ·simpler, less dramatic buildings.  I

16· ·think it's really important that you

17· ·consider the rarity of pre-Civil War

18· ·buildings and you consider the richness

19· ·of their connection to important parts of

20· ·our history, such as the role the canal

21· ·played in the development.

22· · · · I appreciate that this project is

23· ·keeping two of the contributing

24· ·buildings, but I really think it needs to

25· ·relook at the 1416 Central.· I also think
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·1· ·the height on Magnolia is a really valid

·2· ·concern.· If you look at the size of the

·3· ·buildings in that area, this building is

·4· ·clearly more than one-story out of scale

·5· ·with that.· And that's a very strong

·6· ·recommendation -- or perhaps even more

·7· ·than a recommendation in the guidelines.

·8· · · · And I think you would be doing a

·9· ·disservice to the ordinance and the

10· ·community to allow that scale or

11· ·construction on Magnolia.

12· · · · Thank you very much.

13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.

14· · · · Kevin Hassey.

15· · · · MR. HASSEY:· I am Kevin Hassey --

16· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Hold on, Mr. Chair.

17· · · · I believe Kathy Ryan may have had

18· ·some questions.

19· · · · MS. RYAN:· I apologize. I have no

20· ·questions.

21· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)

22· · · · MR. HASSEY:· I am Kevin Hassey.  I

23· ·live in 217 -- okay.· I live at 217 West

24· ·15th.· I abut the Whetsel Alley.

25· · · · As I look at this project, and to a
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·1· ·point raised earlier, I'm not somebody

·2· ·who objects to any projects.· I don't

·3· ·think I've objected to any projects in

·4· ·Over-the-Rhine.

·5· · · · I think of the Central Park side of

·6· ·things as a higher density corridor, and

·7· ·one that should be a higher density

·8· ·corridor.· This in line with what Danny

·9· ·said.· But as you move down the

10· ·residential streets, the higher density

11· ·does not appear appropriate.· I've been

12· ·told that contributing buildings are the

13· ·most relevant data points.

14· · · · And as you move down the side

15· ·streets of Whetsel Alley and Magnolia and

16· ·say what contributing buildings

17· ·immediately abut to the south, north, and

18· ·east, there are eight contributing

19· ·buildings, seven of which are two

20· ·stories.

21· · · · So I don't understand why we would

22· ·have -- allow a four-story next to seven

23· ·of eight contributing two-story

24· ·buildings.· I have raised this with the

25· ·developer and asked if we could have a
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·1· ·session to just think about where that

·2· ·density -- there's only seven units in

·3· ·question of the 90 that form the fourth

·4· ·floor on the residential side of

·5· ·things -- on residential streets.· And

·6· ·I've asked if we could just have a

·7· ·session on that topic to think about -- a

·8· ·brainstorming session to think about

·9· ·where else those seven of 90 units could

10· ·go.· That has not been allowed or it's

11· ·been a session that is not desired by the

12· ·developer.· And he just moved ahead with

13· ·the seven units on the 4th floor where

14· ·there are seven contributing two-story

15· ·buildings.

16· · · · For all of those reasons, I ask you

17· ·to not allow those seven units, hotel

18· ·units that collectively make the 4th

19· ·floor, to strike them from this project.

20· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.

21· · · · Also, Roseann Hassey was listed.

22· · · · MS. HASSEY:· Hello.· I'm here.

23· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)

24· · · · MS. HASSEY:· I'm married to Kevin,

25· ·who just spoke.· And I'm also a resident
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·1· ·of West 15th.· I just want to start by

·2· ·saying that I feel like we've had a

·3· ·conversation that assumes that there's an

·4· ·all or nothing, and actually I think it's

·5· ·an and.· And I think it needs to be

·6· ·clearly considered.· I personally

·7· ·support, like many people on this call,

·8· ·building on Central Parkway.

·9· · · · I think it's actually an exciting

10· ·time in our City's history, as we think

11· ·about connecting Music Hall to FCC, up to

12· ·Findlay and beyond, to get into John

13· ·Walters' space.

14· · · · I also think the renderings, as

15· ·we've seen them, are very attractive.  I

16· ·know that's an individual point of view

17· ·and others disagree.· But I think it's a

18· ·well-designed and beautiful building.

19· · · · And I also want to just commend the

20· ·architectural folks and Ohm in engaging

21· ·in an initial conversation with that.  I

22· ·want to be clear that I also double down

23· ·on what Danny said, that we had one

24· ·conversation with no back and forth.· And

25· ·so to call it a relationship or a
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·1· ·partnership would be overstating.

·2· · · · On the other hand, they had the

·3· ·respect to show us the initial plan and

·4· ·for us to be stunned and overwhelmed.

·5· ·Within that, there's some things I think

·6· ·are important to think about.

·7· · · · The first thing that I think is

·8· ·important to think about is that this is

·9· ·the first in many decisions that the

10· ·Historic Conservation Board is going to

11· ·make on how to integrate Central Parkway

12· ·into the existing, long-standing

13· ·neighborhoods of OTR that have humans in

14· ·that.· Humans, families, adults,

15· ·multi-generations that are all shared.

16· · · · This is a neighborhood.· And it's

17· ·important to really seriously consider

18· ·the density of Central Parkway with the

19· ·human dynamic of a neighborhood abutting

20· ·it, especially between Magnolia and, you

21· ·know, up towards Liberty.

22· · · · And I just urge you to think about

23· ·it holistically and constructively

24· ·because it's in your hands.· And it's a

25· ·historic neighborhood and it's your
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·1· ·place.· So that's my first thought.

·2· · · · My second thought is who is

·3· ·occupying this space.· So of course --

·4· ·and I want to be clear, I don't

·5· ·necessarily object to a hotel in this

·6· ·space, I do object to the scale of it.

·7· · · · What would be in this space is a

·8· ·transient population.· It will be people

·9· ·that pop in and pop out, that support

10· ·industry and business.· I'm a business

11· ·person, I support that.· However, I don't

12· ·support a transient population on top of

13· ·my building.· I find it terribly

14· ·disturbing that I would be out in my

15· ·space and people I don't know every day

16· ·will change and have access.

17· · · · Specifically, I'm referencing

18· ·Whetsel Alley and what was originally

19· ·proposed as porches and now is I think

20· ·they call them French doors.· We actually

21· ·have a child that lives in Madrid.· I'm

22· ·very familiar with the structure that is

23· ·being proposed.· It, actually, is a

24· ·porch.· It's proposed on streets that are

25· ·wide for people to view what's going on
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·1· ·below and across the streets with their

·2· ·neighbors.

·3· · · · These will not be our neighbors.

·4· ·These will be transient people staring

·5· ·into our homes, opening up into our

·6· ·space, and I strongly object.

·7· · · · And so when this group says that

·8· ·they addressed our issue of porches, I

·9· ·disagree.· They've allowed for people to

10· ·continue to come into our space across an

11· ·alley.

12· · · · The final thing that I think about,

13· ·and you've heard extensively about, is

14· ·height.· This is a neighborhood.· As

15· ·Danny said, Kevin reinforced, and you've

16· ·heard time and time again, four stories

17· ·on Central Parkway may not be problem,

18· ·but it is when you back into a

19· ·residential neighborhood, especially a

20· ·miniature neighborhood of historic

21· ·proportions like Magnolia.

22· · · · It is a little delightful slice of

23· ·our City and it will be overwhelmed by

24· ·four floors of significant development.

25· ·We will be overwhelmed on the West 15th
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·1· ·side, but they will be extraordinary

·2· ·overwhelmed.

·3· · · · And so within this, I want to say --

·4· ·somebody summarized this really well for

·5· ·me in this or-or-and space.· I feel like

·6· ·a hotel is a reasonable consideration and

·7· ·I feel like we're taking a ten-pound bag

·8· ·of potatoes and shoving it in a six-pound

·9· ·bag.

10· · · · And so the scale and impact of this

11· ·development is not in respect of the

12· ·historic and existing humans who live to

13· ·the east of Central Parkway.· It's

14· ·absolutely fine on Central Parkway, but I

15· ·just urge you to think thoughtfully about

16· ·how we're going to join Music Hall with

17· ·FCC and up to Findlay Market in a

18· ·respectful and historically conservation

19· ·manner as you think through what to do in

20· ·the space.

21· · · · Thank you.

22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Michelle

23· ·Avery-Keely.

24· · · · MS. AVERY-KEELY:· Yes.

25· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)
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·1· · · · MS. AVERY-KEELY:· 1416 Central

·2· ·Parkway is a pre-Civil War industrial

·3· ·building that started with the canal.

·4· ·It's an important part of the history of

·5· ·Over-the-Rhine and the canal and I'm

·6· ·opposed to its demolition.· The economic

·7· ·hardship case to demolish it has not been

·8· ·proven.

·9· · · · The contractor's estimates for

10· ·stabilization included a new automatic

11· ·fire sprinkler system throughout that

12· ·would not likely be needed if the

13· ·building were to be renovated as a

14· ·continuation of the current occupancy

15· ·type.· Sprinkler system is a big-ticket

16· ·item.

17· · · · The economic analyses all use this

18· ·inflated cost making it much more

19· ·difficult to show economic viability.

20· ·And if an existing use were continued,

21· ·there'd be fewer changes to the building.

22· ·No effort has been made to find a buyer

23· ·that would want the building for a use

24· ·that is more compatible with the existing

25· ·structure.
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·1· · · · The owners have owned building for

·2· ·over 24 years and have not maintained or

·3· ·repaired the building.· A statement on

·4· ·the staff report claim that changes made

·5· ·over the years are irreversible, but this

·6· ·has not been substantiated.

·7· · · · It seems possible that the brick

·8· ·arches that formed the original openings

·9· ·are intact behind the stucco and may

10· ·still be usable.· More investigation on

11· ·the building is needed.

12· · · · The proposed buildings are out of

13· ·context and out of scale.· The building

14· ·is too large and too tall.· Four-story

15· ·areas are out of character.· They are

16· ·two-stories taller than the adjacent

17· ·buildings.· Four stories clad in

18· ·ultra-modern, ribbon windows which

19· ·detract from the character of the

20· ·historic district.

21· · · · The three-story bridge over Whetsel

22· ·Alley connecting the proposed buildings

23· ·is out of character for the historic

24· ·building and is also clad in ribbon

25· ·windows.· This amounts to the
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·1· ·privatization of a public roadway and

·2· ·should not be allowed.

·3· · · · In my opinion, the overall

·4· ·expression of the building is not

·5· ·compatible with the historic context.

·6· ·Three-story tall columns with a modern

·7· ·style frame, with a vertical expression

·8· ·of base that is too strong and

·9· ·monumental.· The base of the building is

10· ·not expressed.

11· · · · The variances requested for eating

12· ·and drinking areas should be denied.

13· ·They are located about 150 feet from a

14· ·residential district and also directly

15· ·adjacent to residential areas behind on

16· ·both 15th Street and Magnolia Street.

17· · · · The peace and quiet of all the

18· ·neighboring residents should be

19· ·protected.· Outdoor entertainment should

20· ·be minimized and certainly not allowed up

21· ·to 2:00 p.m.

22· · · · The size of the outdoor eating and

23· ·dining areas are too large and would be

24· ·loud even without entertainment.

25· · · · The staff report states that the
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·1· ·total area of the roof deck and courtyard

·2· ·is 2,600 square feet.· But this can't be

·3· ·right because just the third-floor roof

·4· ·deck along 15th Street by itself appears

·5· ·to be about 2,000 square feet, adding the

·6· ·courtyard of roughly the same size, plus

·7· ·the fourth-floor deck areas off the

·8· ·catering rooms bring the total figure to

·9· ·well above the stated 2,600 feet.· So

10· ·what is percentage of the variance that

11· ·will be required?· It's difficult to

12· ·tell.· The drawings have no visual scale,

13· ·show very few dimensions with many floor

14· ·plans being marked not to scale and the

15· ·use several large spaces are not

16· ·identified.· For all these reasons, I

17· ·urge the Board to deny the COAs and the

18· ·variance request.· Thank you.

19· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.

20· · · · Jennifer LeMasters Wirtz?

21· · · · MS. LEMASTERS-WIRTZ:· Good

22· ·afternoon.· Thank you.

23· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)

24· · · · MS. LEMASTERS-WIRTZ:· Thank you.  I

25· ·apologize in advance if my video might

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 338



·1· ·cut out.· I have limited connection here.

·2· · · · But I am a resident and business

·3· ·owner of 20 years of the district.  I

·4· ·will also advise that I am married to one

·5· ·of the design team members at Luminaut.

·6· · · · Some may see that, really, as a

·7· ·biased, but as my husband would attest, I

·8· ·hold very strongly to values, despite,

·9· ·you know, any conflict that that may

10· ·cause.

11· · · · So I am not here to offer my opinion

12· ·on the demolition or the use of this site

13· ·or the project.· I really am here to

14· ·speak to the design of the new

15· ·construction only.· I have reviewed

16· ·almost every new construction infill

17· ·project in the district over the last

18· ·decade on a volunteer basis, and I'm here

19· ·to offer my support to this project, for

20· ·the thoughtful and creative and sensitive

21· ·design that is presented in this

22· ·architecture.

23· · · · And that's all I have.· Thank you.

24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Before I come

25· ·back to Ms. Ryan, Mr. Suder, that's
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·1· ·everybody I have that was checked in on

·2· ·my list.· Have I missed anyone?

·3· · · · All right.· I would like to give

·4· ·Mr. Suder an opportunity for rebuttal and

·5· ·closing, and then I'll do same for

·6· ·Ms. Ryan.

·7· · · · Mr. Suder?

·8· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Voss.

·9· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, are we able to

10· ·provide rebuttal witnesses to the

11· ·testimony that was just presented?

12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yes.· All right.

13· ·Before -- let's start there.

14· · · · Mr. Suder, do you have any rebuttal

15· ·witnesses for what you've heard?

16· · · · MR. SUDER:· No, Mr. Chairman.· Thank

17· ·you.

18· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Ms. Ryan, do

19· ·you want to go with your rebuttal

20· ·witnesses at this point?

21· · · · MS. RYAN:· Sure.· I'd like to call

22· ·Matt Erdman back, if he's available.

23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yeah.· He's been sworn.

24· ·Is that correct?

25· · · · MR. ERDMAN:· I have been sworn in.
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·1· · · · ·Give me one second, my battery is dying

·2· · · · ·here.· I'm trying to get it plugged in.

·3· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Got it.

·4· · · · · · · MR. ERDMAN:· Okay.· Okay.· I just

·5· · · · ·wanted to respond to several items and

·6· · · · ·just provide some context.

·7· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Mr. Erdman, if I could

·8· · · · ·provide redirect questions -- I'm sorry,

·9· · · · ·rebuttal questions.

10· · · · · · · MR. ERDMAN:· Sure.· Go ahead.

11· · · · · · · · REBUTTAL EXAMINATION

12· ·BY MS. RYAN:

13· · · · ·Q.· ·First, you heard from Mr. Klingler

14· ·and additional witnesses with respect to the

15· ·height.

16· · · · · · · Could you respond to that issue?

17· · · · ·A.· ·Sure.· Yeah.· The guidelines are

18· ·pretty clear that adjacent contributing

19· ·structures, that you can go one story above.

20· · · · · · · And so where there is gray area

21· ·around that, where there's multiple buildings

22· ·that are adjacent, we -- you know, we go to the

23· ·Urban Conservator and we get staff guidelines

24· ·or staff input, which we did.

25· · · · · · · As I mentioned in the beginning,
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·1· ·we've talked to staff five times through this

·2· ·process and the neighborhood four plus times.

·3· ·And so we feel strongly that four stories is

·4· ·within the guidelines, as the staff concurs in

·5· ·their report.

·6· · · · · · · With regard to height, I just want

·7· ·to clarify the height of adjacent buildings.

·8· ·So the adjacent Wooden Nickel building, which

·9· ·is -- within the guidelines would be considered

10· ·adjacent to the structure is 50 foot tall.· And

11· ·our proposed top of fourth story is

12· ·approximately 52 feet with some mechanical

13· ·units inset on that.· So we're within a few

14· ·feet of that adjacent structure.

15· · · · · · · 1420 is a contributing building that

16· ·is incorporated into our development.· It's

17· ·three stories.· And if you look on 15th at 222

18· ·15th, the top of that building, which is

19· ·directly across from our project, is 53 feet

20· ·which is exactly -- is within two or three feet

21· ·of our structure.· So we definitely are within

22· ·the range of the adjacent buildings.

23· · · · · · · I know that some of the neighbors

24· ·have testified about the fourth story.· It's

25· ·interesting that the Hassey's have a fourth

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 342



·1· ·story.· Their building is actually 45 foot

·2· ·tall, and they're responding to the height of

·3· ·this four-story structure.

·4· · · · · · · So with regards to height, you know,

·5· ·four stories is permitted by the guidelines,

·6· ·which is one story within the -- above the

·7· ·adjacent structures and a staff has concurred

·8· ·on that.

·9· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, you heard a number of

10· ·witnesses discuss the level of community

11· ·engagement.· Could you respond to that point,

12· ·please?

13· · · · ·A.· ·Sure.· You know, we started early.

14· ·It's funny that Danny had mentioned that we

15· ·showed up with a full design.· That's actually

16· ·not true.· We showed up with our first version

17· ·of a massing model.· It had no windows.· It had

18· ·no articulation to find out and get feedback on

19· ·the scale.· We knew from the beginning -- from

20· ·that initial discussion that the neighbors

21· ·would be opposed to demolition, but we asked

22· ·that we go forward with the infill development

23· ·and get their feedback, which we did.

24· · · · · · · The Community Council has set out

25· ·their own process for reviews.· With this
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·1· ·Over-The-Rhine Community Council, they refer

·2· ·the first review of all new projects to go to

·3· ·their infill committee.· Their infill committee

·4· ·Jennifer LeMasters-Wirtz, Danny Klingler, and

·5· ·one other architect.

·6· · · · · · · So we engaged with that group early

·7· ·on in the design process, got feedback; engaged

·8· ·with staff and got feedback.· We took that

·9· ·feedback and developed a full-blown design,

10· ·which we have now.· And then started to engage

11· ·with the community on where to go from there.

12· · · · · · · What we found was the community

13· ·doesn't agree.· It doesn't speak with one

14· ·voice.· So where the Hasseys have asked us to

15· ·move the massing forward.· Other community

16· ·members, Ms. Waller, had objected the fourth

17· ·story all together.

18· · · · · · · Where some people in the community

19· ·wanted us to move the wing of the addition

20· ·towards Magnolia, others wanted us to move it

21· ·towards the alley.

22· · · · · · · With regard to the design, you heard

23· ·several people say, well, I don't feel like

24· ·this is consistent with the guidelines of the

25· ·neighborhood.· But we got strong support from
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·1· ·the infill committee, two of three members.

·2· ·And the design was compliant with the

·3· ·guidelines; that the tall orders that some

·4· ·people objected to, others felt strongly were

·5· ·for.

·6· · · · · · · So we were getting all of these

·7· ·conflicting feedback.· We tried our best to

·8· ·kind of consolidate that and move forward with

·9· ·what we thought was the best consensus version

10· ·of the design, while still being feasible for

11· ·what the owner wanted.

12· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, can you discuss a little

13· ·bit more about the timeline at which this

14· ·building fell into the historic preservation?

15· · · · ·A.· ·Yeah.· I do want to clarify that a

16· ·little bit.· You know, there's two issues of

17· ·timeline here.· One is around zoning.· And the

18· ·building is zoned for a hotel by right.· So I

19· ·know there's a lot of testimony today about

20· ·whether a hotel is appropriate or not

21· ·appropriate.· We're not asking for any

22· ·concessions on the zoned use.· The hotel is

23· ·permitted.

24· · · · · · · In fact, residential uses -- full

25· ·residential uses are not permitted.· So the
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·1· ·testimony today from Margy and Danny and the

·2· ·Hasseys, they live in existing nonconforming

·3· ·uses in the zone that they are in.· Now, they

·4· ·are grandfathered in because those uses

·5· ·preexisted the current zoning.· So that's one

·6· ·issue on zoning.

·7· · · · · · · The second issue is on the timeline

·8· ·of the designation.· So in 1997 when this owner

·9· ·bought this building, the historic districts

10· ·existed, but the current address that we're

11· ·talking about wasn't included in the district.

12· · · · · · · So it was 2014 that this particular

13· ·subject property was added to the historic

14· ·district through the submission of part one to

15· ·the state historic preservation office.· And

16· ·that documentation, I believe, is in the staff

17· ·packet, but it is available and public record.

18· ·It is in our summary.

19· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, did you hear the

20· ·testimony of Mr. Ramineni regarding the

21· ·structural condition?

22· · · · ·A.· ·Yeah.· So the structural

23· ·condition -- and I think there's some confusion

24· ·around maintenance and how the property got to

25· ·where it is.· And I can't really respond to the

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 346



·1· ·economics of the maintenance required.

·2· · · · · · · There is economic testimony that's

·3· ·in the packet.· This building is shown --

·4· ·there's a P&L submitted, materials showing a

·5· ·$180,000 loss over the last three years.

·6· ·That's significant.· Others can speak to that.

·7· · · · · · · I can speak to the nature of the

·8· ·problems of the building.· So there is

·9· ·structural report available or a structural

10· ·engineer is on the line here.

11· · · · · · · I want to clarify that the standard

12· ·is not if it's possible to renovate this

13· ·building.· It is possible.· But the standard

14· ·is, is it economically possible?· So you have a

15· ·building that originally was brick.· You can

16· ·see in the submitted packet by staff what that

17· ·building looked like back in the day when it

18· ·was originally still at some point likely

19· ·outside of the period of significance, but

20· ·we're not sure.

21· · · · · · · There was this muted Spanish Revival

22· ·stucco renovation that was applied to the

23· ·building.· That specific design would not be

24· ·approved by the current guidelines.· So the

25· ·renovation that took place would not get
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·1· ·approved by this Board if we were proposing it

·2· ·today.· That's a significant point to think

·3· ·about.

·4· · · · · · · While that renovation was going on,

·5· ·they stuccoed the building.· And that stucco

·6· ·parging causes some problems over time with

·7· ·water infiltration.· You know, bricks were

·8· ·meant to breathe.· These bricks aren't able to

·9· ·breathe.· And there's been significant

10· ·deterioration of the structural integrity of

11· ·the brick.· Just by the nature of wicking and

12· ·capillary action on the brick.

13· · · · · · · So it's not an issue of maintaining

14· ·the building, it's that there was a significant

15· ·harmful renovation that happened to this

16· ·building at some point decades and decades ago,

17· ·prior to this owner, that has over time caused

18· ·structural integrity issues with the building.

19· · · · · · · And so the full summary or the full

20· ·report by a structural engineer is available in

21· ·the packet.· We don't need to go necessarily

22· ·into all that right now, but it is there.

23· ·There's issues with the foundation.· There's

24· ·issues with face brick separating from the

25· ·joists.· So we've got lateral failure.· We've
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·1· ·got some vertical failure in the basement that

·2· ·need to be addressed, that cannot be just

·3· ·maintained or covered over with drywall.

·4· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· That is all I have for

·5· · · · ·Mr. Erdman.· I'd like to call Mr. Patel

·6· · · · ·back.

·7· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Cross-examine of Mr.

·8· · · · ·Erdman?

·9· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Sure.

10· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Mr. Chairman?

11· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Yes, please.

12· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.

13· · · · · · ·REBUTTAL CROSS EXAMINATION

14· ·BY MR. SUDER:

15· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, you mentioned that there

16· ·are adjacent buildings.· I think one of them

17· ·was the antiques building with the Wooden

18· ·Nickel across the street.· But isn't there a

19· ·building directly adjacent to the proposed new

20· ·building on Magnolia, I believe it's 222

21· ·Magnolia -- or not 222 Magnolia.· I'm sorry --

22· ·it's 214 Magnolia.· Are you familiar with that

23· ·building?

24· · · · ·A.· ·Sure.· There are several buildings

25· ·adjacent to the property that we considered.
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·1· ·214 Magnolia, 1408 Central are existing

·2· ·buildings that are in -- as part of project

·3· ·1420, 1430 Central, 223 15th and 222 15th.

·4· · · · ·Q.· ·Did you consider 214 Magnolia?

·5· · · · ·A.· ·Sure did.

·6· · · · ·Q.· ·How many stories is 214 Magnolia?

·7· · · · ·A.· ·It's two.· And if you read

·8· ·guidelines, you're allowed one story above

·9· ·adjacent structures.· And as our feedback from

10· ·staff concluded, we could go four stories with

11· ·that.· Clearly within the guidelines.

12· · · · ·Q.· ·My understanding is that you just

13· ·testified that 214 Magnolia is two stories,

14· ·correct?

15· · · · ·A.· ·It is.· Maybe this is a question,

16· ·Sean, for the actual expert that's on the line,

17· ·which is the Urban Conservator.

18· · · · ·Q.· ·No.· I'm asking you --

19· · · · ·A.· ·And I'm telling you that we are in

20· ·compliance with the guidelines, that's one

21· ·story above adjacent structures.

22· · · · ·Q.· ·Is one story on top of two stories

23· ·four stories or three stories?

24· · · · ·A.· ·There are multiple adjacent

25· ·structures.
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·1· · · · ·Q.· ·I'm asking about 214 Magnolia.

·2· · · · ·A.· ·I've already answered that.· It's

·3· ·two stories.

·4· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Objection.· Asked and

·5· · · · ·answered.

·6· ·BY MR. SUDER:

·7· · · · ·Q.· ·All right.· So one additional story

·8· ·then for the Board would be three stories not

·9· ·four stories.· We're focused on Magnolia.

10· ·Okay.

11· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Asked and answered.· Move

12· · · · ·on.

13· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.

14· ·BY MR. SUDER:

15· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, you testified about the

16· ·fourth-story setback building or someone

17· ·mentioned the fourth-story setback.· My

18· ·question is about the ribbon windows.· Are

19· ·those in your opinion in keeping with the

20· ·character of the Over-the-Rhine Historic

21· ·District?

22· · · · ·A.· ·They are.

23· · · · ·Q.· ·Ribbon windows are commonly used?

24· · · · ·A.· ·I wouldn't classify anything we have

25· ·as ribbon windows.· I'm not exactly sure which
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·1· ·windows you're talking about.

·2· · · · · · · Based on our feedback from both the

·3· ·infill committee and the Urban Conservator, we

·4· ·feel that this whole design is in compliance

·5· ·with the guidelines, yes.

·6· · · · ·Q.· ·But about those windows, they don't

·7· ·have any mullions --

·8· · · · ·A.· ·All parts of the design we feel are

·9· ·in compliance with the guidelines.

10· · · · ·Q.· ·It's your testimony that ribbon

11· ·windows are --

12· · · · ·A.· ·I just testified that we don't have

13· ·any ribbon windows, so I'm not sure what you're

14· ·talking about.

15· · · · · · · MR. STURKEY:· Mr. Erdman, I'm sorry

16· · · · ·to interrupt.· We do have a court

17· · · · ·reporter who is transcribing all of this

18· · · · ·testimony, so if you could wait until

19· · · · ·Mr. Suder has completed his question, I

20· · · · ·think that will help with the

21· · · · ·transcription.· Thank you.

22· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, I'd like to

23· · · · ·object to this line of questioning.

24· · · · ·Mr. Erdman responded on rebuttal to the

25· · · · ·height issue, but there was not any
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·1· · · · ·rebuttal testimony given about the design

·2· · · · ·of the window to which cross-examination

·3· · · · ·would be appropriate.

·4· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Agreed.

·5· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· That's fine.· I'll move

·6· · · · ·on from it.

·7· ·BY MR. SUDER:

·8· · · · ·Q.· ·You mentioned that it was -- the

·9· ·standard as to whether it's economically

10· ·possible to redevelop?

11· · · · ·A.· ·No.· I said it's not -- the standard

12· ·is not whether it is possible to structurally

13· ·renovate this building.· The standard is if

14· ·that renovation is economically feasible for

15· ·the owner.

16· · · · ·Q.· ·Okay.· And are you familiar with the

17· ·standard that requires economic hardship, and

18· ·the standards and the factors that go with

19· ·economic hardship?

20· · · · ·A.· ·I am.

21· · · · ·Q.· ·And is economic feasibility one of

22· ·those factors?· Are you aware of that?

23· · · · ·A.· ·Economic feasibility, yes.

24· · · · ·Q.· ·I guess, one question you mentioned

25· ·a little bit about what the damage was to the

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 353



·1· ·building over time due to the stucco exterior,

·2· ·how that could possibly hurt the brick behind

·3· ·it.

·4· · · · · · · Could the property owner have taken

·5· ·action to preserve the structure of the

·6· ·building?

·7· · · · ·A.· ·Did you say could they have?

·8· · · · ·Q.· ·Yes.

·9· · · · ·A.· ·I'm not sure if they could have,

10· ·actually.· I think the appropriate remedy is to

11· ·peel all the stucco, and then we would be in

12· ·front of this Board talking about whether we

13· ·could do that or not.

14· · · · ·Q.· ·Is that one option for repairing the

15· ·building?

16· · · · ·A.· ·I mean, it is part of the evaluation

17· ·of the renovation of the building.

18· · · · ·Q.· ·And so when you said in 2014 that

19· ·this building became a contributing building in

20· ·the Over-the-Rhine Historic District?

21· · · · ·A.· ·That's right.

22· · · · ·Q.· ·So it is a contributing building in

23· ·the historic district?

24· · · · ·A.· ·Yes.

25· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· All right.· That's all I
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·1· · · · ·have.· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Ms. Ryan, do

·3· · · · ·you have any other rebuttal witnesses?

·4· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Yes.· I'd like as to call

·5· · · · ·Mr. Patel, please.

·6· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· You're still under

·7· · · · ·oath, Mr. Patel.

·8· · · · · · · Ms. Ryan, go ahead.

·9· · · · · · · · REBUTTAL EXAMINATION

10· ·BY MS. RYAN:

11· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Patel, could you speak to the

12· ·sprinkler issue that Ms. Waller commented on?

13· · · · ·A.· ·I believe it was --

14· · · · ·Q.· ·I'm sorry.

15· · · · ·A.· ·Avery --

16· · · · ·Q.· ·Ms. Avery-Keely.

17· · · · ·A.· ·Keely, yes.

18· · · · · · · Yes, I can.· When doing our

19· ·proforma, we created a break-even proforma,

20· ·which is a proforma that really encompasses if

21· ·one-third of the cost to repair the structure

22· ·was reduced -- if it was reduced down to

23· ·one-third of the actual cost, and whether the

24· ·project would still be viable.

25· · · · · · · And even if we reduced the
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·1· ·structural stability cost by -- and really

·2· ·reduced it down to just a third of what the

·3· ·actual cost would be, the project still doesn't

·4· ·pencil from the renovation standpoint to get it

·5· ·to a mix of office and retail, which is the

·6· ·highest and best use in terms of rents for this

·7· ·commercial building.

·8· · · · · · · So even if you take the sprinklers

·9· ·out of the equation, it's just a drop in the

10· ·bucket in terms of the cost that it would take

11· ·to salvage the building and actually make it

12· ·economically viable.

13· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· I have no further

14· · · · ·questions, Mr. Patel.

15· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder?

16· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Nothing further.· Thank

17· · · · ·you, sir.

18· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.

19· · · · · · · MR. HASSEY:· Do I get to say

20· · · · ·anything given that Matt's invoked our

21· · · · ·name a number of times?

22· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· No.· I appreciate the

23· · · · ·inquiry, but at this point I'd like to

24· · · · ·ask Ms. Ryan and Mr. Suder if they have

25· · · · ·other witnesses they would like to
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·1· ·present?

·2· · · · MS. RYAN:· I have none, Chairman.

·3· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.

·4· · · · MR. SUDER:· No, Mr. Chairman.

·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· Then I'd like to give

·6· ·Mr. Suder an opportunity for closing

·7· ·statement, then I'll give Ms. Ryan an

·8· ·opportunity for closing statement.

·9· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Voss and

10· ·members of the Historic Conservation

11· ·Board for your time this afternoon.  I

12· ·know this has been going on for a while,

13· ·so I appreciate your time and attention.

14· · · · The long and short of it is we have

15· ·to look at 1435-09-2, and that outlines

16· ·the standards for review in determining

17· ·whether there has been credible evidence

18· ·that the no demolition of contributing

19· ·buildings in Over-the-Rhine rule should

20· ·be overcome here, and is there's credible

21· ·evidence to overcome that rule.

22· · · · Well, the answer to that, I think,

23· ·lies in Mr. Ramineni's testimony.  I

24· ·mean, there are a lot of buildings in

25· ·Over-the-Rhine that are expensive to
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·1· ·maintain, expensive to repair, and maybe

·2· ·expensive to bring up to code.

·3· · · · But that has not stopped scores of

·4· ·buildings throughout Over-the-Rhine from

·5· ·being renovated and the historic fabric

·6· ·being preserved.· Look at what 3CDC is

·7· ·doing with tax credits.· Look at all the

·8· ·buildings that OTR Adopt has saved, and

·9· ·on and on.

10· · · · There are a number of small

11· ·developers, small owners who have done

12· ·incredible renovation to buildings in

13· ·Over-the-Rhine who have acted as stewards

14· ·of their buildings.

15· · · · And purchasing a building on Central

16· ·Parkway that's a pre-Civil War building

17· ·that was canal-related, shame on the

18· ·property owner for not preserving that.

19· · · · They used it for decades now, but

20· ·they've done nothing to preserve it,

21· ·clearly with the intention that when the

22· ·time was right, they could flip it to

23· ·somebody who would pay them a lot of

24· ·money for it and tear it down.· That's

25· ·the impression I get from the testimony.
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·1· · · · And the testimony is, frankly, that

·2· ·all of these issues, if there are any,

·3· ·were brought on by the property owners

·4· ·themselves.· And so that alone underlies

·5· ·the case here, and that alone makes it

·6· ·impossible for the Board to order the

·7· ·demolition of this building.

·8· · · · The testimony simply is not

·9· ·credible.· And you cannot say there's no

10· ·economically viable use of a building

11· ·that's being used, and being used by the

12· ·property owner for 24 years.· That's not

13· ·credible.

14· · · · It may not be desirable anymore, but

15· ·it's not credible testimony and it

16· ·doesn't need meet the guidelines.· It

17· ·doesn't meet the standards in 1435-09-2.

18· · · · Now, even if the Board disagrees

19· ·with that and says, you know what, we'll

20· ·let them tear it down and build something

21· ·new.· We don't believe that what they're

22· ·proposing to put back complies with the

23· ·guidelines either.

24· · · · There are things like suburban-style

25· ·ribbon windows that they approved for the
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·1· ·fourth floor, presumably because they

·2· ·don't think anybody can see it.· But

·3· ·that's not the case.· People can see the

·4· ·building from all adjacent buildings

·5· ·around it.· And what they are going to

·6· ·see is a modern window type -- well, call

·7· ·it what you want -- on the fourth floor.

·8· ·The height doesn't relate at all to

·9· ·Magnolia Street -- Magnolia Avenue where

10· ·my clients live.

11· · · · And so the adjacent building next

12· ·door, directly next door is two stories.

13· ·They can do up to three, but not four

14· ·because that's going to tower over them,

15· ·the two-story resident they're directly

16· ·adjacent to.

17· · · · The other building that they use as

18· ·a reference point is the antiques

19· ·building and that's across the street, so

20· ·you have that buffer of the street.· The

21· ·width of the street to buffer the

22· ·building from the adjacent building.

23· · · · It makes sense along Central

24· ·Parkway.· It does not make sense as you

25· ·move back towards Magnolia to go up to
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·1· ·four stories.

·2· · · · So there are a lot of issues

·3· ·relative to the infill, but I think the

·4· ·threshold issue is whether we should

·5· ·allow another contributing building in

·6· ·Over-the-Rhine, especially one of this

·7· ·significance to be demolished.· And the

·8· ·answer to that, from a preservation

·9· ·perspective, is no.· Thank you very much

10· ·for your time today.

11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Ms. Ryan?

12· · · · MS. RYAN:· Thank you.

13· · · · And Mr. Suder has mentioned that the

14· ·standards before the Board today are

15· ·regarding the credible evidence with

16· ·respect to the demolition that this

17· ·building has an economic hardship under

18· ·1435-09-2-B.· These are a number of

19· ·factors, which as the code states, shall

20· ·be considered -- shall consider all the

21· ·following factors.

22· · · · And then it goes on to say that the

23· ·Conservation Board may consider any or

24· ·all of the following establishing

25· ·economic hardships.· This is the language
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·1· ·that provides the Board some leeway to

·2· ·provide which evidence to weigh more

·3· ·significantly than others with the sum of

·4· ·the circumstances here.

·5· · · · Before you you've heard a number of

·6· ·witnesses and we provided in the record a

·7· ·number of extensive documentations with

·8· ·respect to the structural condition of

·9· ·this property.

10· · · · This is a property that, as has been

11· ·testified to, there is an application on

12· ·the facade, that as you will find under

13· ·the Advantage Group Engineering report,

14· ·if you were to remove that area, the

15· ·parging, they require 50 percent brick

16· ·replacement and 100 percent tuck

17· ·pointing.

18· · · · There are issues with the building,

19· ·ones that have been established years

20· ·before anybody involved at this point was

21· ·around, that established there would be

22· ·severe economic hardship to even bring

23· ·this building to anything that would

24· ·remotely establish it as an appropriate

25· ·structure for this area in an
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·1· ·economically viable way.

·2· · · · Additionally, you've heard a lot of

·3· ·testimony from individuals about the idea

·4· ·that this is a commercial -- it's in a

·5· ·residential area to them.· Again, we

·6· ·object to any kind of testimony that

·7· ·characterizes this as a residential

·8· ·neighborhood.

·9· · · · We recognize there are residences

10· ·there.· They are a conditional use and

11· ·this is a commercial district.

12· · · · There was a lot of testimony that

13· ·you heard on the record that does not

14· ·speak to the standards whatsoever.· We

15· ·heard things about whether there was a

16· ·compromise, how much individuals felt

17· ·that the applicant was willing to go back

18· ·and forth.

19· · · · Again, that is not a standard before

20· ·the Board.· There is no measure of how

21· ·agreeable or what level of back and forth

22· ·occurred.

23· · · · The point is that they did engage

24· ·with the community.· They reviewed the

25· ·code regulations and the district
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·1· ·standards and presented significant

·2· ·evidence from a number of qualified

·3· ·professionals to show you at the end of

·4· ·day that the Certificates of

·5· ·Appropriateness for both the demolition

·6· ·and the design are adequate.

·7· · · · In addition to this, Mr. Suder has

·8· ·mentioned the idea that, it's occupied,

·9· ·so therefore it's economically feasible

10· ·to carry on this building.· That simply

11· ·is not the standard.

12· · · · As Mr. Erdman has said, of course

13· ·it's possible.· One individual has stated

14· ·that her investment -- Ms. Brians Ragusa,

15· ·she said that she invested a lot in her

16· ·house.· And we appreciate that.· But

17· ·again, that standard of economics for a

18· ·commercial building of this nature is

19· ·different than what someone might do when

20· ·they're renovating their home.

21· · · · Part of that is whether or not a

22· ·building can be economically renovated.

23· ·This building has been shown to have no

24· ·economic basis.· The City of Cincinnati

25· ·Economic Development Department ran four
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·1· ·different scenarios.· The applicant has

·2· ·run five different scenarios.· You've

·3· ·heard no qualified experts on those

·4· ·matters from the opposition providing why

·5· ·any of that analysis is faulty or

·6· ·inadequate.

·7· · · · In addition to that, you heard from

·8· ·Mr. Suder that the current owner has

·9· ·supposedly let this building be run into

10· ·the ground.

11· · · · During his cross-examination, I

12· ·believe, he offered somewhat confusing

13· ·questioning to Mr. Ramineni regarding the

14· ·undefined terms of maintenance versus

15· ·investment.· We don't need to get into

16· ·what everybody believed those to be, but

17· ·I believe that the owner's testimony says

18· ·one thing to you.· He obtained the

19· ·building and it has significant

20· ·deficiencies in the foundation and other

21· ·things that will prevent him from ever

22· ·spending significantly in this building

23· ·in any way that would allow it, 20 years

24· ·later, to be economically feasible.

25· · · · In addition to that, he mentioned a
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·1· ·number of ways that there are code

·2· ·requirements that would be triggered to

·3· ·bring in elevators or fire suppression

·4· ·systems or various handicap

·5· ·accessibility, things that greatly

·6· ·limited his use.· He has testified to no

·7· ·code violations at this building.

·8· · · · He's maintained it on a minimal

·9· ·basis to keep that building occupiable

10· ·and that is all that is expected.· And

11· ·again, that is just one of many factors

12· ·to be weighed here.

13· · · · In addition, the Certificates of

14· ·Appropriateness, both for the demolition

15· ·of the buildings at issue and the design

16· ·have been recommended for approval by the

17· ·staff.

18· · · · We would respectfully request the

19· ·Board approve these requests consistent

20· ·with staff's recommendation.· Thank you.

21· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Tim, you are muted.

22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Sorry.· Thank you.

23· · · · At this point, I'd like to give the

24· ·Board members an opportunity to ask

25· ·questions of staff of the applicant or
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·1· ·those in opposition.

·2· · · · Does anyone on the Board have

·3· ·questions at this time?

·4· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· I have a question

·5· ·for Ms. Johnson.· Ms. Johnson, when I'm

·6· ·reviewing these numbers, the $1.6 million

·7· ·number for site -- fixing of the site and

·8· ·everything, foundation.· That's obviously

·9· ·a big number, and to get past that number

10· ·with a viable use for this building is

11· ·difficult.

12· · · · So my question -- and I believe

13· ·Ms. Ryan mentioned that some organization

14· ·in the county ran some hypotheticals on

15· ·how much it would cost to redo this

16· ·building.· Do we think that $1.6 million

17· ·number is a valid number?

18· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· The estimate was

19· ·provided by HGC, which has a very good

20· ·reputation within the City of providing

21· ·estimates, as well as doing work on

22· ·historic buildings.

23· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Okay.

24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Do we have other

25· ·questions from the Board?
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·1· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· This is

·2· ·Pam Smith-Dobbins.· I don't necessarily

·3· ·have a question, it's more of a

·4· ·statement.· And I think it might have

·5· ·been the attorney for the hotel developer

·6· ·talked about community engagement.· And I

·7· ·was just questioning how meaningful that

·8· ·community engagement was.

·9· · · · Just in listening to the people that

10· ·live in the neighborhood, and then with

11· ·what Mr. Klingler was saying, yes, there

12· ·was some engagement, but I'm just not

13· ·quite sure if it was meaningful

14· ·engagement on the part of the developer.

15· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· I would like

16· ·to make a motion that we go into closed

17· ·session to consider this.

18· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Second.

19· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.

20· · · · Mr. Sundermann?

21· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.

22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?

23· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.

24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?

25· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?

·2· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.

·3· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?

·4· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.

·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· I also signal

·6· ·aye.

·7· · · · We will go into private session and

·8· ·discuss this and we'll be back shortly.

·9· · · · (The Board deliberated in executive

10· · · · session.)

11· · · · MS. MAYNES:· All right.· Tim, we're

12· ·recording and on YouTube.

13· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.

14· · · · Ms. Ryan or Mr. Ramineni, we have

15· ·one question for you.· Has there been an

16· ·attempt in the last couple of years to

17· ·sell this property to anyone else?· Have

18· ·you made any efforts to market this

19· ·building?

20· · · · MR. RAMINENI:· We did -- I mean, it

21· ·wasn't listed to no real estate agent,

22· ·but we did have a discussion with

23· ·multiple developers, 3CDC, Model Group

24· ·and they the approached the building

25· ·multiple ways to see what they could do
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·1· ·for a development plan, and they figured

·2· ·it's not a viable structure, and they

·3· ·really couldn't come up with any kind of

·4· ·positive use for the building.· So they

·5· ·backed out.

·6· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· We'll go back

·7· ·into private session, unless a Board

·8· ·member has another question while we're

·9· ·here?

10· · · · MR. RAMINENI:· Thank you.

11· · · · (The Board continued deliberating in

12· · · · executive session.)

13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· Thank you.· We are

14· ·dividing it into four parts and we're

15· ·going to vote on all four for clarity

16· ·purposes.

17· · · · So I would like to start with the

18· ·noncontributing building at 1430 Central

19· ·Parkway.· I would entertain a motion.

20· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I

21· ·would like to make a motion that we

22· ·approve the Certificate of

23· ·Appropriateness for 1430 Central Parkway

24· ·as laid out by staff.

25· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.

1416-1430 CENTRAL PKWY 
CINCI ZBA RECORD PG 370



·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Right.· We have a motion

·2· ·and a second.· So 1430.

·3· · · · Mr. Sundermann?

·4· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.

·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?

·6· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.

·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?

·8· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.

·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?

10· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Looks like he's just

11· ·coming back now.

12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss, it's your vote

13· ·on 1430 demolition.

14· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.

15· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?

16· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.

17· · · · MR. VOSS:· The Chair votes aye,

18· ·subject to a replacement with -- we're

19· ·okay with number -- with 1430.

20· · · · Now, as to 1416 Central Parkway, I

21· ·would entertain a motion.

22· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I

23· ·would like to make a motion that we

24· ·disapprove the Certificate of

25· ·Appropriateness for 1460.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· So a positive

·2· ·vote or a yes vote will be in opposition

·3· ·to the demolition.

·4· · · · Do I have a second?

·5· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.

·6· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Mr. Zielasko?

·7· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.

·8· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Sundermann?

·9· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.

10· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?

11· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.

12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?

13· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.

14· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?

15· · · · MR. WEISS:· Aye.

16· · · · MR. VOSS:· The chair votes no.  I

17· ·believe that the applicant has

18· ·demonstrated the economic hardship

19· ·required, but motion is defeated.· We do

20· ·not approve the demolition of 1416.

21· · · · I do want to go ahead and have a --

22· ·since we took the time to talk to

23· ·everybody on the zoning relief for the

24· ·limited and full-time and restaurant and

25· ·outdoor areas, I would entertain a
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·1· ·motion.

·2· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I

·3· ·would like to make a motion that we

·4· ·approve the zoning relief as laid out by

·5· ·staff.

·6· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.

·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Sundermann?

·8· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.

·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Smith-Dobbins?

10· · · · Did we lose her?

11· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.

12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?

13· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.

14· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?

15· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.

16· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?

17· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.

18· · · · MR. VOSS:· The chair votes aye.· The

19· ·zoning relief is approved.

20· · · · Finally, on the Certificate of

21· ·Appropriateness for the new construction.

22· ·I would entertain a motion.

23· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I

24· ·would like to make a motion that we

25· ·disapprove the Certificate of
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·1· ·Appropriateness for the new construction.

·2· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Second.

·3· · · · MR. VOSS:· Again, to be clear, a yes

·4· ·vote is against the proposal.

·5· · · · So Mr. Sundermann?

·6· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Yes.

·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?

·8· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.

·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?

10· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.

11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?

12· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.

13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?

14· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· I like a lot of

15· ·things about the proposal, and I think

16· ·that parts of it are really well done and

17· ·really contribute to the neighborhood.

18· ·For me, it's really the massing as it

19· ·comes up against the residences on

20· ·Magnolia.· I think it's too tall for that

21· ·area.· So I'm an aye, so against it.

22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Got it.· I agree.· My

23· ·vote is aye.· If it were necessary to

24· ·have that partial fourth floor, I would

25· ·prefer to see it on the Central Parkway
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·1· ·side where the massing makes more sense.

·2· · · · So we are six to nothing in

·3· ·rejecting the Certificate of

·4· ·Appropriateness for the new building and

·5· ·rehabilitation as laid out by staff.

·6· · · · Ms. Johnson, do we have any other

·7· ·business?

·8· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.

·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· I would entertain

10· ·a motion to adjourn.

11· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Chairman, I would

12· ·like to make a motion to adjourn.

13· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.

14· · · · MR. VOSS:· All in favor?

15· · · · THE BOARD:· Aye.

16· · · · MR. VOSS:· We're adjourned.· Thanks,

17· ·everyone.

18

19· · · · · · · · ·- - -

20· · ·MEETING ADJOURNED AT 6:41 P.M.

21· · · · · · · · ·- - -

22

23

24

25
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·1· · · · · · · ·C E R T I F I C A T E

·2
· · ·STATE OF OHIO· · · ·:
·3· · · · · · · · · · · ·:· SS
· · ·COUNTY OF CLERMONT  :
·4

·5· · · · · · · · I, Kathleen S. Simpson, RPR, the

·6· ·undersigned, a duly qualified and commissioned notary

·7· ·public within and for the State of Ohio, do certify

·8· ·that the foregoing is the hearing given at said time

·9· ·and place; and that I am neither a relative of nor

10· ·employee of any of the parties or their counsel, and

11· ·have no interest whatever in the result of the

12· ·action.

13· · · · · ·IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand

14· ·and official seal of office at Cincinnati, Ohio, this

15· ·4th day of August 2021.

16

17
· · · · · · _________________________________
18· · · · · ·Kathleen S. Simpson, RPR
· · · · · · ·Notary Public - State of Ohio
19· · · · · ·My commission expires March 21, 2022

20

21
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DECISION 

HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD 

CITY OF CINCINNATI 

DATE OF DECISION: AUGUST 12, 2021       

APPLICANT: Luminaut   

CASE TYPE: COA/Zoning Relief 

CASE NO.: COA2021030/ZH20210086 

PROPERTY: 1416-1430 Central Parkway Cincinnati OH 45202 

 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST: 

Luminaut (the “Applicant”) requests a Certificate of Appropriateness (“COA”) to demolish a non-

contributing addition at 1430 Central Parkway, demolish a contributing building at 1416 Central 

Parkway, for new construction at 1416-1430 Central Parkway and for Zoning Relief for an outdoor 

eating and drinking area with entertainment.  

 

SUMMARY OF DECISION: 

 

The application is APPROVED in part and DENIED in part.   

 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

 

The Historic Conservation Board (the “Board”) conducted a public hearing (the “Hearing”) on the 

above-cited application and is charged with evaluating the credibility of all witnesses and issuing 

findings of fact and conclusions of law based on the testimony and evidence presented to it.  

 

The Board mailed notice to all persons entitled to receive notice of the application. Also, the Board 

published prior notice of the Hearing on the application in The City Bulletin. A quorum of Board 

members under Section 5 of the Rules of Procedure were present throughout the Hearing. 

 

The Board recorded the Hearing, and a copy of the recording is available for review and 

transcription from the Office of Administrative Boards. Similarly, a representative from Elite 

Court Reporting Agency, LLC recorded the Hearing stenographically, and a transcript of the 

proceeding is available upon request. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

 

Based on the report and recommendations of Historic Conservation Office staff, the evidence 

submitted by the applicant and other concerned persons, and sworn testimony presented at the 

Hearing, the Board makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law: 
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1. This matter concerns the real property commonly known as 1416-1430 Central Parkway and 

more particularly identified as Hamilton County Auditor’s parcel nos. 081-0002-0205-00, 081-

0002-0204-00, 081-0002-0202-00, 081-0002-0201-90 (the “Property”).  

 

2. The Property is located in the CC-A, “Commercial Community Auto”, Zoning District, in the 

Over-The-Rhine neighborhood,1 and within the area designated as the Over-The-Rhine 

Historic District (the “District”). 

 

3. The Property currently contains a combination of contributing buildings, non-contributing 

buildings and a parking lot.  

 

4. The Applicant’s application for relief (the “Application”) includes several proposals and 

requests as part of one larger project: 

 

a. The Applicant is requesting a COA to demolish the contributing building at 1416 Central 

Parkway due to economic hardship.  

 

b. The Applicant previously received approval to demolish the non-contributing building at 

1424 Central Parkway and now requests COA approval to demolish the non-contributing 

addition to the building at 1430 Central Parkway. 

 

c. The Applicant is requesting a COA for infill development at 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

which includes: 

 

i. New construction at 1416 Central Parkway that would extend into the existing 

parking lot in the rear at 216-222 Magnolia Street. The Applicant proposes the infill 

development along 1416 Central Parkway to be a three-story building at the street 

line with a fourth story setback from the street. The rear of the building proposed 

along Magnolia Street would maintain a three-story façade along the street line with 

a fourth story set back from the street.  

 

ii. Rehabilitating and renovating the building located at 1420 Central Parkway 

including façade changes and removing the large garage door on the 1st floor.  

 

iii. New construction at 1424 Central Parkway and 1430 Central Parkway including 

infill development of one structure that will maintain two distinct facade treatments 

and will be three stories at the street line with a fourth story set back from the street. 

The Applicant proposes installing skyway connections over the alley between the 

structure at 1424, 1430 Central Parkway and the rehabilitated structure at 1420 

Central Parkway at the second, third and fourth levels.  

 

d. The Applicant is requesting Zoning Relief to allow two outdoor areas on the Property (one 

courtyard area and one rooftop area) for eating, drinking and entertainment that collectively 

 
1 Cincinnati Municipal Code Section 1400-17 and Map Section 1400-17. 
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exceed the permissible amount of square footage allowed on the Property which is within 

500 feet of a residential district. 

  

5. A representative for the current owner of the Property at 1416 Central Parkway testified that 

1416 Central Parkway is in substantially poor condition and that only a small portion of the 

building is being put to any economically viable use – currently as an office. He further testified 

that the building is very difficult to maintain, and it is not practical or economically viable to 

rehabilitate.  

 

6. A representative of the Applicant, Matt Erdman, testified that there was broad community 

engagement, that the community does not speak with one voice, and that there were many 

different preferences coming from the community regarding the design of the new 

construction. He discussed the extensive structural deficiencies with the building at 1416 

Central Parkway and argued that a previous renovation that took place (Spanish stucco) would 

not have been approved by today’s historic conservation standards and thus much of the 

historic character has been lost.  

 

7. Several members of the community including Danny Klingler, Margy Waller, and Mary Rivers 

as well as attorney Sean Suder and others argued that the demolition of the building at 1416 

Central Parkway and the proposed new construction on the Property did not comply with the 

certificate of appropriateness standards. Among other arguments contained in the record, they 

argued that the building at 1416 Central Parkway has historic value and should be preserved, 

there was insufficient evidence to prove an economic hardship claim, and that the new 

construction is out of context for the adjacent residential neighborhood and the scale of the 

new construction would adversely impact adjacent properties.  

 

8. Urban Conservator, Beth Johnson submitted to the Board a report concerning the application 

(the “Report”). The Report is 31 pages and dated June 23, 2021. The Report contains a 

summary of the requests, as well as a professional analysis and opinion, including a 

recommendation. The Report recommends approval of each request.  

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

 

1. City Administrative Code (“CAC”) Article XXX, Section 4 establishes the Board and 

empowers it to “have the duties and powers imposed by ordinance and [administrative] code.” 

 

2. CMC Section 1435-05-4 designates the Board to function as the Zoning Hearing Examiner 

concerning requests for zoning relief in Cincinnati’s local historic districts. 

 

3. CMC Section 1435-05-4 provides that “[t]he Historic Conservation Board may grant such 

conditional use or special exception or variance from the regulations when it finds such relief 

from the literal implication of the Zoning Code will not be materially detrimental to the 

public health, safety, and welfare or injurious to property in the district or vicinity where the 

property is located and either:  
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a) Is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation so as not to adversely 

affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the Historic District or Historic 

Asset; or  

b) Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a deprivation of all economically 

viable use of the property as viewed in its entirety. In making such determination, the 

Historic Conservation Board may consider the factors set forth in Section 1435-09-

2(aa)—(ff) below.” 

 

4. CMC Section 1435-09-2 sets forth the procedure for which the Board is to consider certificate 

of appropriateness applications and provides that “[n]o one shall make an alteration or 

undertake a demolition, or receive any permit to do so, without first obtaining a Certificate of 

Appropriateness.” 

 

5. CMC Section 1435-09-1-(b) provides that “[t]he Board may approve, approve with conditions, 

or deny an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness.”  

 

6. CMC Section 1435-09-2 establishes that “[t]he Board may approve or approve with conditions 

an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness when it finds either: 

 

a) That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that the proposal 

substantially conforms to the applicable conservation guidelines; or 

 

b) That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that the property owner 

will suffer economic hardship if the Certificate of Appropriateness is not approved.”  

 

COA Demolition of Contributing Building – 1416 Central Parkway 

 

7. The owner of the building at 1416 Central Parkway has not sought to demonstrate that its 

demolition conforms to the applicable conservation guidelines and instead claims that it will 

suffer economic hardship if it is not permitted to demolish the contributing building.  

Accordingly, the Board has limited its analysis to whether the Owner has demonstrated 

“economic hardship” pursuant to CMC 1435-09-2 (b). 

 

8. CMC Section 1435-09-2 (b) establishes that the Board shall consider all of the following 

factors when determining whether the property owner has demonstrated an economic hardship: 

 

a) Will all economically viable use of the property be deprived without approval of a 

Certificate of Appropriateness;   

 

b) Will the reasonable investment-backed expectations of the property owner be maintained 

without approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness; and 

 

c) Whether the economic hardship was created or exacerbated by the property owner.  

 

9. In evaluating the above factors for economic hardship, the Historic Conservation Board may 

consider any or all of the following: 
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a) A property's current level of economic return; 

b) Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the 

previous two years, including testimony and relevant documents; 

c) The feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could earn a reasonable economic 

return; 

d) Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate neglect or inadequate 

maintenance of the property; 

e) Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at time of acquisition; and/or 

f) Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal, state, city, 

or private programs. 

 

10. After considering the recommendations of the Urban Conservator and the evidence and 

testimony provided at the Hearing, the Board determines that the current owner at 1416 Central 

Parkway and the Applicant have not demonstrated that they will suffer economic hardship if 

they are not permitted to demolish the building at 1416 Central Parkway.  

 

THE OWNER FAILED TO DEMONSTRATE THAT IT WILL SUFFER ECONOMIC 

HARDSHIP  

 

11. The evidence and testimony provided at the Hearing indicate that the current owner at 1416 

Central Parkway failed to show that it will suffer economic hardship if it is not permitted to 

demolish the building.  

 

12. The Board finds that the evidence does not demonstrate that all economically viable use of the 

Property will be deprived without approval of the COA.  

 

The Applicant’s justification for demolishing the building is based on the premise that the 

building is in such disrepair that it cannot be rehabilitated or sold for the purposes of 

rehabilitation without suffering a financial loss. However, the Board finds that the Applicant 

failed to introduce evidence that sufficiently establishes the Applicant’s argument. Instead, 

evidence was introduced at the hearing that the current owner at 1416 Central Parkway has 

received at least one offer to buy the building at 1416 Central Parkway and the offer did not 

include plans to demolish the building.   

 

Furthermore, although the Applicant argued that the building is in a significant state of 

disrepair, no evidence was introduced that the building currently has any outstanding building 

code violations or complaints from neighboring property owners of blight or disrepair. In fact, 

evidence was introduced that the building has been occupied since its most recent purchase 

and is still occupied and in use today, at least in part, as an office space.  

 

Finally, the Board finds that the building, despite past alterations and updates, still maintains 

its historic character and nature and contributes to the District.  

 

The Board does not question the Owner’s desire to operate a hotel on the Property.  But, for 

the purposes of the economic hardship analysis, it cannot be ignored that other development 
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scenarios for the Property may have the potential to reduce the hardship of which the Owner 

complains.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

13. Upon motion duly made and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to 

DENY the application to demolish the building located at 1416 Central Parkway, finding that 

the owner of the building at 1416 Central Parkway and the Applicant have not demonstrated 

by the preponderance of the credible evidence that it will suffer economic hardship.  

 

14. The following is a record of the motion to deny the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie Mr. Voss  

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 

Mr. Weiss 

  

Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

   
 

COA to Demolish Non-Contributing Addition at 1430 Central Parkway 

 

1. The Over-the-Rhine Historic Guidelines (the “Guidelines”) generally allow for demolition of 

existing buildings when the demolition request is for an inappropriate addition or a non-

significant portion of a building and the demolition will not adversely affect those parts of the 

building which are significant as determined by the Board. 

 

2. After considering the recommendations of the Urban Conservator and the evidence and 

testimony provided at the Hearing, the Board determines that the Applicant demonstrated that 

the building addition at 1430 Central Parkway is a non-contributing addition and thus the 

requested COA is appropriate.   

 

CONCLUSION 

 

3. Upon motion duly made and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to 

APPROVE the application to demolish the non-contributing building addition located at 1430 

Central Parkway, finding that the Applicant demonstrated that the demolition was appropriate 

for the District.  

 

4. The following is a record of the motion to approve the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie   

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 

Mr. Weiss 
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Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

Mr. Voss   

   
 

COA for In-fill development at 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

 

1. The Applicant contends that the proposed new construction at 1416-1430 Central Parkway 

substantially conforms with the District Guidelines pursuant to CMC 1435-09-2 (a).   

 

2. The District Guidelines establish that the Board’s review of new construction will focus on the 

design compatibility with the surrounding contributing structures. The appropriateness of the 

design relates to the neighboring buildings and to the intent of the District Guidelines. New 

design proposals should pay particular attention to composition, materials, openings, rhythm, 

scale, proportion and height.  

 

THE OWNER FAILED TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE NEW CONSTRUCTION 

SUBSTANTIALLY COMPLIES WITH THE DISTRICT GUIDELINES. 

 

3. The Boards finds that the evidence and testimony provided at the Hearing does not demonstrate 

that the proposed new construction at 1416-1430 substantially complies with the District 

Guidelines.  

 

The Applicant demonstrated that the plans for the new construction successfully incorporated 

several of the specific design features required by the District Guidelines. However, the Board 

finds that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that the scale, proportion, and height of the 

proposed design is compatible with the surrounding contributing structures and nearby 

residential structures. In particular, the height and the massing of the new construction along 

216-222 Magnolia Street overpowers adjacent residential buildings.  

 

The partial compliance with some design guidelines does not outweigh the incompatibility and 

lack of rhythm created by the massing and scale of the new construction compared to adjacent 

contributing buildings.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

4. Upon motion duly made and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to 

DENY the application for a certificate of appropriateness for new construction at 1416-1430 

Central Parkway, finding that the Applicant failed to demonstrate by the preponderance of the 

credible evidence that the new construction substantially complies with District Guidelines.  

 

5. The following is a record of the motion to deny the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie   

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 
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Mr. Weiss 

Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

Mr. Voss   

   
 

Zoning Relief to Allow Two Outdoor Areas on the Property 

 

1. The Boards finds that the evidence and testimony provided at the Hearing demonstrates that 

the proposed outdoor areas at 1416-1430 Central Parkway are necessary and appropriate in the 

interest of historic conservation so as not to adversely affect the historic architectural or 

aesthetic integrity of the District or the buildings on the Property.  

 

The Applicant demonstrated that the two outdoor areas – one courtyard space and one rooftop 

space – do not adversely affect the building because the courtyard space is outside of the 

historic buildings and the rooftop deck is built on top of the existing roof and does not cut or 

destroy any historic materials. The railing on the rooftop deck is set back from the edge of the 

building and will be constructed of glass which will minimize visibility form street views. The 

courtyard area will be buffered from surrounding residential buildings by new construction 

and is compatible with the Zoning District and surrounding neighborhood.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

1. Based on the evidence submitted by the Applicant, testimony received at the Hearing, and the 

professional analysis and recommendation presented in the Report, upon motion duly made 

and seconded, a majority of the Board members present voted to APPROVE the Zoning 

Relief request, finding it is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation 

so as not to adversely affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the District. 

Specifically, the Board approves two outdoor areas to be used for eating, drinking and 

entertainment that exceed 50% of the indoor area accessible to the public and are within 500 

feet of a residential district boundary line.  

 

2. The following is a record of the motion to approve the Application: 

 

Affirmative Negative Recused 

Ms. McKenzie   

Mr. Sundermann 

Mr. Zielasko 

Mr. Weiss 

  

Ms. Smith-Dobbins   

Mr. Voss   
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MADE this 12th day of August, 2021: 

   

/s/ Tim Voss 

Tim Voss, Chair 

Historic Conservation Board 

 

/s/ David Sturkey 

David Sturkey, Staff Attorney 

Historic Conservation Board 

 

 

 

 

 

APPEALS: 

This decision may be appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals under Chapters 1435 and 1449 of 

the Zoning Code.   Appeals must be filed within thirty days of the date of the mailing of this 

decision. 

 

TRANSMITTED this 12th day of August, 2021, by certified mail to: 

 

 Kinglsey + Co. 

 Attn: Jeremiah Hahn 

 1100 Sycamore Street, Suite 200 

 Cincinnati, OH 45202 

  

 

TRANSMITTED this 12th day of August, 2021, by interdepartmental mail to:   

 

Beth Johnson 

Department of Buildings and Inspections 

805 Central Avenue, 5th Floor 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202  
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·1· · · · · · · · ·CITY OF CINCINNATI


·2· · · ·HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD OF APPEALS


·3· · · · · · · · · ·PUBLIC HEARING


·4


·5· ·Case No.:· ·Item 4
· · ·Location:· ·1416 Central Parkway
·6· ·Appellant:· Luminaut
· · ·Owner:· · · Downtown Property Management, Inc.
·7· ·Re:· · · · ·The applicant requests a COA for the
· · · · · · · · ·demolition of existing structures, and to
·8· · · · · · · ·construct a hotel development with
· · · · · · · · ·outdoor entertainment in the
·9· · · · · · · ·Over-the-Rhine Historic District.· Also
· · · · · · · · ·the applicant requests Zoning Relief for
10· · · · · · · ·outdoor entertainment and size of outdoor
· · · · · · · · ·area.
11· ·District:· ·Over-the-Rhine Historic District


12


13· ·Date and Time:· Monday, July 12, 2021
· · · · · · · · · · ·3:00
14· ·Place:· · · · · Historic Conservation Board of
· · · · · · · · · · · ·Appeals
15· · · · · · · · · ·II Centennial Plaza
· · · · · · · · · · ·Fifth Floor Conference Room
16· · · · · · · · · ·805 Central Avenue
· · · · · · · · · · ·Cincinnati, Ohio· 45202
17· ·Board Members:· Tim Voss, Chairman
· · · · · · · · · · ·Thomas Sundermann
18· · · · · · · · · ·Robert Zielasko
· · · · · · · · · · ·Herbert Weiss
19· · · · · · · · · ·Allison McKenzie
· · · · · · · · · · ·Pamela Smith-Dobbins
20· · · · · · · · · · ·(all via videoconference)


21· ·City Law Department:
· · · · · · · · · · ·David Sturkey, Esq.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·(via videoconference)


23· ·Reporter:· · · ·Kathleen S. Simpson, RPR
· · · · · · · · · · · ·(via videoconference)
24
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Page 2
·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Item Number 3 is


·2· ·approved.· This brings us to Item Number


·3· ·4, 1416 Central Parkway.· Ms. Johnson --


·4· ·before Ms. Johnson comes in, we received


·5· ·a request from Mr. Sean Suder requesting


·6· ·that we postpone this hearing because a


·7· ·couple people who are within the


·8· ·described district did not receive their


·9· ·postcards.· The postcards did go out.


10· · · · Given the fact that we've received


11· ·that information this morning, I believe


12· ·that people had an opportunity to either


13· ·send something in or present something,


14· ·so I'm not going to postpone this, but


15· ·intend to proceed with Item Number 4.


16· · · · With that, Ms. Johnson, would you


17· ·give us a report?


18· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· Yes.· This application


19· ·is for 1416 and 1430 Central Parkway.


20· ·The applicant is requesting a Certificate


21· ·of Appropriateness to demolish the


22· ·contributing structure located at


23· ·1416 Central Parkway and a


24· ·noncontributing addition at 1430 Central


25· ·Parkway.
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·1· · · · If the demolition is approved, the


·2· ·applicant is requesting a Certificate of


·3· ·Appropriateness for new construction for


·4· ·a building at 1416 Central Parkway that


·5· ·will incorporate an existing historical


·6· ·building at 1420 and 1430 Central


·7· ·Parkway.


·8· · · · The request is also for a


·9· ·conditional use for outdoor entertainment


10· ·and an outdoor patio associated with an


11· ·eating and drinking establishment.· All


12· ·of the proposed buildings, both new


13· ·construction and rehabilitation, will be


14· ·connected into one complex.


15· · · · The zoning relief that is requested


16· ·is for a proposed outdoor area associated


17· ·with an eating and drinking establishment


18· ·that is 50 percent larger than the


19· ·permitted indoor area, and is within


20· ·500 feet of a residential district.· This


21· ·requires a conditional use.


22· · · · They are also requesting a


23· ·conditional use for outdoor entertainment


24· ·for an outdoor area associated with an


25· ·eating and drinking establishment that is


Page 4
·1· ·within 500 feet of a residential


·2· ·district.


·3· · · · The project location is on the east


·4· ·side of Central Parkway in Over-the-Rhine


·5· ·Historic District, between Magnolia


·6· ·Street and 15th Street.· The site is a


·7· ·combination of contributing buildings,


·8· ·noncontributing buildings, and a parking


·9· ·lot.


10· · · · The addition to 1430 is a


11· ·noncontributing building -- or, I'm


12· ·sorry, is a noncontributing addition.


13· ·1424 is a noncontributing building that


14· ·was previously approved for demolition.


15· ·And the rest of the buildings are


16· ·considered contributing buildings.


17· · · · The work proposed is the following


18· ·for each of the addresses.· 1416 Central


19· ·Parkway is a contributing building.· The


20· ·request is, demolition due to economic


21· ·hardship and full development of a


22· ·three-story building at the street line


23· ·with a setback fourth story.· The


24· ·building will be mostly brick with arched


25· ·openings on the first floor and large


Page 5
·1· ·grouped windows on the second and third,


·2· ·with strong vertical pilasters


·3· ·dividing the building into bays.


·4· · · · 1420 Central Parkway will include


·5· ·the rehabilitation, including


·6· ·addition/facade changes with a fourth


·7· ·access hallway.· The garage door will be


·8· ·removed for a recessed entrance into the


·9· ·large first floor opening.


10· · · · 1424 Central Parkway, its demolition


11· ·has been previously approved, and infill


12· ·construction.


13· · · · 1430 Central Parkway is demolition


14· ·of a noncontributing addition and infill.


15· ·Infill at 1424 and 1430, that will take


16· ·the place of the two one-story


17· ·structures.· And it will be one structure


18· ·that will maintain the two distinct


19· ·facade treatments.· There'll be a


20· ·three-story building set at the street


21· ·with a fourth-story setback.


22· · · · 1430 Central Parkway is


23· ·rehabilitation that has previously been


24· ·approved.· There's a request for an


25· ·addition of roof deck and roof access at
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·1· ·the southeast corner of the roof.· The


·2· ·roof deck will also have an addition for


·3· ·access and then a glass railing setback


·4· ·from the edge of the roof.


·5· · · · And then 216 to 222 Magnolia Street


·6· ·is currently a parking lot.· And there


·7· ·would be proposed infill.· The proposal


·8· ·is for a three-story building at the


·9· ·street face with a fourth-story setback


10· ·on the rear half of the lot.


11· · · · So we are first going to discuss the


12· ·Certificate of Appropriateness for the


13· ·demolition of 1416 Central Parkway, which


14· ·is the --


15· · · · MR. SUDER:· Mr. Chairman, I have a


16· ·point of order and a question just as to


17· ·how the hearing is going to proceed, if I


18· ·may?


19· · · · MR. VOSS:· I'm sorry.· Go ahead.


20· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


21· · · · I just have a question.· I'm Sean


22· ·Suder.· I'm here on behalf of several of


23· ·the neighbors, Margy Waller, Danny


24· ·Klingler, and Over-the-Rhine Community


25· ·Housing, and I appreciate being heard
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·1· ·today.


·2· · · · I just have a couple of questions


·3· ·for clarification.· One is, are we going


·4· ·to hear -- I guess, Ms. Johnson, we're


·5· ·going to hear the demolition first, and


·6· ·then the infill question second?· Will


·7· ·that be after a vote is taken,


·8· ·Mr. Chairman, on the demolition?· And if


·9· ·we don't, if there isn't a favorable vote


10· ·for demolition, we don't have to get


11· ·back -- or go back to the alteration, is


12· ·that right, or will they be taken at


13· ·once?


14· · · · MR. VOSS:· Staff has requested to


15· ·present the project in its entirety.· So


16· ·we would have a separate vote after the


17· ·presentation and responses.· We would


18· ·have a separate vote on the demolition,


19· ·and then a singular vote on the infill,


20· ·should the demolition be approved.


21· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· Okay.· So we


22· ·should address it all at one time or --


23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yeah.


24· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· Thank you.


25· · · · And maybe a quick clarification is,
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·1· ·there was a hearing, if you recall, that


·2· ·was postponed that was on the outdoor


·3· ·drinking area for The Pitch bar


·4· ·establishment, and I think also a


·5· ·demolition of the noncontributing


·6· ·building.· That's not being heard


·7· ·tonight, is it?


·8· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.· The demolition


·9· ·was approved at the meeting.· The


10· ·conditional use was tabled.


11· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· So the


12· ·conditional use you're referring to at


13· ·tonight's meeting is different from the


14· ·conditional use that has been postponed?


15· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· Yes.


16· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· That's all.


17· ·Thank you very much.


18· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Johnson, please


19· ·proceed.


20· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· In the historic


21· ·conservation guidelines for


22· ·Over-The-Rhine Historic District there is


23· ·a list of noncontributing buildings.


24· ·While 1416 Central Parkway was not on


25· ·that list of noncontributing buildings,
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·1· ·the building has had significant and


·2· ·irreversible changes done to the


·3· ·building, altering the exterior from an


·4· ·industrial/warehousing vernacular to one


·5· ·with Spanish Revival detailing.· These


·6· ·changes include stuccoing the brick


·7· ·facade, reducing window sizes, removing


·8· ·window openings, and adding a stepped


·9· ·parapet detailing.


10· · · · According to the National Register,


11· ·the building was built around 1900.  A


12· ·fire insurance map shows the building in


13· ·1887 without the third-story portion.· It


14· ·has been stated that the building was


15· ·built in 1854.· Since the writing of the


16· ·staff report, there's no documentation


17· ·supporting that date.


18· · · · While there have been significant


19· ·changes to the building, the National


20· ·Register nomination states the following:


21· ·Although many of the openings on the


22· ·building have been altered, the historic


23· ·character and masting of the building


24· ·have been preserved.· The historic


25· ·windows have been replaced throughout
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·1· ·most of the building, but the historic


·2· ·openings' sizes and locations have been


·3· ·maintained on the primary west elevation.


·4· · · · When looking at demolition, the


·5· ·guidelines state that demolition of


·6· ·existing buildings shall not be permitted


·7· ·unless one of the following conditions


·8· ·exists; demolition has been ordered by


·9· ·the Director of Buildings & Inspections


10· ·for the Public Safety because of an


11· ·unsafe or dangerous condition which


12· ·constitutes an emergency.


13· · · · The City has -- at no time has


14· ·ordered emergency demolition for this


15· ·building.


16· · · · And the second standard is that the


17· ·owner can demonstrate to the satisfaction


18· ·of the Historic Conservation Board that


19· ·the structure cannot be reused, nor can a


20· ·reasonable economic return be gained from


21· ·the use of all or part of the building


22· ·proposed for demolition.


23· · · · First question that is considered,


24· ·Will all economically viable use of the


25· ·property be deprived without approval of
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·1· ·the COA?


·2· · · · The applicant has provided five


·3· ·different scenarios for proformas for the


·4· ·building.· In all cases, their proformas


·5· ·showed that the base stabilization and


·6· ·restoration cost of 1.6 million is too


·7· ·much of a factor for any of the options


·8· ·to be economically viable.


·9· · · · The provided proforma analysis also


10· ·incorporates being awarded Historic Tax


11· ·Credits from the Federal Government into


12· ·the analysis.


13· · · · The Department of Community Economic


14· ·Development conducted an independent


15· ·analysis of the possible economic returns


16· ·for the proposed development at


17· ·1416 Central Parkway.· They looked at the


18· ·four scenarios and concluded that the


19· ·project would not be financially feasible


20· ·should the COA be denied.


21· · · · The DCED analysis concludes that the


22· ·denial of the requested COA would


23· ·deprive the property of its economic use,


24· ·would result in sustained vacancy and


25· ·blight, and decrease the overall
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·1· ·wellbeing of the neighborhood, and by


·2· ·extension, the City.


·3· · · · The second question is, Will the


·4· ·reasonable investment-backed expectations


·5· ·of the property owner be maintained


·6· ·without an approved COA?


·7· · · · The current owner acquired the


·8· ·property in July of 1997.· The exterior


·9· ·of the building at that time was in a


10· ·similar state as it is currently.· It is


11· ·unknown when the stucco and Spanish


12· ·Revival detailing was added to the


13· ·building prior to the purchase in 1997.


14· · · · The applicant is seeking demolition


15· ·after reviewing multiple potential means


16· ·of redevelopment, including analysis of


17· ·redevelopment for four different


18· ·permitted uses, and reaching the


19· ·conclusion that redevelopment is not


20· ·economically viable.


21· · · · The analysis concluded by DCED also


22· ·concludes that development is not


23· ·financially feasible.


24· · · · Another consideration is, Whether


25· ·the economic hardship was created or
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·1· ·exacerbated by the property owner.· As


·2· ·previously noted, the existing owner


·3· ·purchased the property in 1997.· The


·4· ·prior owner was a construction company


·5· ·that purchased the property in 1978.


·6· · · · In reviewing building


·7· ·permits/records for this property, there


·8· ·were not any permits submitted for


·9· ·substantial upgrades to the property,


10· ·however there were also no property and


11· ·maintenance code citations or violations


12· ·issued for the property.


13· · · · Since the current owners have


14· ·purchased the property, they've been able


15· ·to occupy a portion of the building and


16· ·state they have been operating at a loss


17· ·since they have owned it.


18· · · · The property owner has occupied --


19· ·again, has occupied this with offices and


20· ·state in there they have been operating


21· ·at a loss.


22· · · · I did not go over every single


23· ·detail in my staff report, but those are


24· ·the highlights and the staff analysis of


25· ·the documentation that has been provided
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·1· ·by the applicant, and that the applicant


·2· ·has provided credible evidence and that


·3· ·the building cannot be reused nor can a


·4· ·reasonable economic return be gained from


·5· ·the use of all or part of the building.


·6· · · · Staff based their analysis on the


·7· ·following points of evidence.


·8· · · · The applicant provided proforma


·9· ·analysis for four different potential


10· ·permitted uses within the building, none


11· ·of which produced a reasonable rate of


12· ·return, even when including a potential


13· ·award of tax credits in the analysis.


14· · · · The applicant did not deliberately


15· ·neglect maintenance of the property and


16· ·has not created or exacerbated the


17· ·economic hardship.


18· · · · DCED has conducted an independent


19· ·analysis of the applicant's materials and


20· ·potential redevelopment of the building,


21· ·they've concluded that the project would


22· ·not be financially feasible should the


23· ·COA be denied.


24· · · · Use of federal historic tax credits


25· ·would not make the property economically
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·1· ·viable.


·2· · · · The second request in the


·3· ·application is for a demolition of a


·4· ·noncontributing addition for the property


·5· ·at 1430.· It's the one-story addition.


·6· · · · While the 2003 guidelines that


·7· ·combined the Northern and the Southern


·8· ·OTR Historic Districts does not list the


·9· ·addition as a noncontributing addition,


10· ·the 1993 OTR Southern Historic District


11· ·did list the addition as a


12· ·noncontributing addition.


13· · · · The staff does feel that it is


14· ·appropriate for the demolition.· That it


15· ·does meet the design guidelines.


16· · · · In reviewing the zoning for -- the


17· ·zoning Certificate of Appropriateness for


18· ·the new construction project, I will


19· ·first go over the conditional uses, and


20· ·then I'll go over the design guidelines.


21· · · · So the conditional use is for two


22· ·outdoor areas -- bear with me.· There you


23· ·go -- is for two outdoor areas.· One is


24· ·within a courtyard, and one would be on


25· ·the roof deck of the property.
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·1· · · · And so the request is for both


·2· ·outdoor entertainment and for -- that the


·3· ·size of the outdoor area, that it exceeds


·4· ·50 percent of the outdoor area -- I'm


·5· ·sorry -- indoor area that's accessible to


·6· ·the public.


·7· · · · In regards to the standards for


·8· ·conditional use, the outdoor area


·9· ·provides additional area for the business


10· ·use within both the first-floor courtyard


11· ·and at the rooftop deck.


12· · · · Both of the proposed outdoor areas


13· ·do not adversely affect the historic


14· ·building as the courtyard is outside of


15· ·the historic building and the rooftop


16· ·deck is built on top of the existing roof


17· ·and doesn't cut in or destroy any


18· ·historic materials.


19· · · · The railing is setback from the edge


20· ·of the roof and is proposed -- and the


21· ·roof railing is proposed to be glass as


22· ·to not -- as to not be highly visible


23· ·from the right-of-way.


24· · · · The combined area of the roof deck


25· ·and the courtyard are approximately 2,600
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·1· ·square feet, and the combined area of the


·2· ·two floors of the interior of


·3· ·1430 Central Parkway and the first floor


·4· ·of the new construction is approximately


·5· ·4,630 square feet; 50 percent of the


·6· ·interior would be 2,315.· The requested


·7· ·outdoor area is 56 percent of interior


·8· ·area accessible to the public.


·9· · · · Some of the specific issues that we


10· ·consider are the buffering.· The outdoor


11· ·area at the ground floor courtyard area


12· ·is buffered from neighboring properties


13· ·by two- to four-story buildings.


14· · · · And the outdoor area at the rooftop


15· ·of the property is physically buffered


16· ·from adjacent properties by the new


17· ·construction, which is taller than the


18· ·roof deck.


19· · · · The closest residential district,


20· ·which is 150 feet away, is also buffered


21· ·from the outdoor area and outdoor


22· ·entertainment with other buildings which


23· ·are all taller than the rooftop area.


24· · · · The hours of operation will comply


25· ·with 1419-21.· As the property is more
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·1· ·than 100 feet from a residential zoning


·2· ·district, it does not require any


·3· ·approval for operating hours and is


·4· ·permitted to be open until 2:00 a.m.


·5· · · · In regards to zoning amendments, as


·6· ·of the submission of the staff report,


·7· ·there is not an official application


·8· ·submitted or under review by the City


·9· ·Planning Department.· A request has been


10· ·made to a council member for a zoning


11· ·change, but it has not been referred to


12· ·Council or to the Planning Department.


13· · · · As far as adverse effects, there's


14· ·no anticipated adverse effects to the


15· ·extent of access of fire, police, or


16· ·other public services.· As the proposal


17· ·is for use of a courtyard that is


18· ·surrounded by the new development and one


19· ·is on an existing development, the


20· ·conditional uses for the outdoor patio


21· ·will not have adverse effects to adjacent


22· ·properties.


23· · · · Now, in regards to the new


24· ·construction.· Again, staff is not going


25· ·to go over every single detail, but we
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·1· ·will be going over some of the highlights


·2· ·and specific points that we wanted to


·3· ·make sure to put into the oral


·4· ·discussion.


·5· · · · Staff is supportive of the design


·6· ·and feels that the design substantially


·7· ·conforms to the Historic Conservation


·8· ·guidelines.· The Over-The-Rhine Historic


·9· ·Conservation Design Guidelines give


10· ·direction to both staff and an applicant


11· ·on how to design and review proposed


12· ·developments.· When designing infill


13· ·developments, context and existing


14· ·surrounding buildings are the main


15· ·guiding principles of reference.


16· · · · We do not require or encourage


17· ·stylistic replications or that an


18· ·applicant use the language of one


19· ·specific style.· Staff details review


20· ·within this report and we will highlight


21· ·only specific issues in our oral report.


22· · · · In regards to composition, all the


23· ·buildings have defined base, middle, and


24· ·top.· The building that is at the corner


25· ·of Central and Magnolia has a strong top
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·1· ·at the street facade and uses the fourth


·2· ·floor that is set back as the background


·3· ·portion of the building and minimizes


·4· ·this portion.· So a decorative top is not


·5· ·at this portion.· Staff finds this


·6· ·treatment appropriate.


·7· · · · One element that combines the


·8· ·Central Parkway facades together is the


·9· ·use of an arched form and pilasters that


10· ·run the height of this facade.· These


11· ·provide a contextual element using the


12· ·existing historic building as a reference


13· ·for the arched openings, as well as other


14· ·buildings along Central with arched


15· ·forms, such as Music Hall, the plumbers


16· ·and pipefitters building, and the


17· ·Strietmann building.


18· · · · The pilaster and arched forms came


19· ·on both of these buildings -- on all


20· ·three of these buildings and are used in


21· ·a similar fashion on the Strietmann


22· ·building to break up a large facade.


23· · · · In regards to the setback, the


24· ·setback is generally appropriate as it is


25· ·at the street face.· The one exception to
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·1· ·this is on the Magnolia Street section of


·2· ·the building.· There is a slight setback


·3· ·of the building.


·4· · · · While the building is still a


·5· ·commercial building in use, the uses on


·6· ·the street are transitioning to a more


·7· ·residential use and vocabulary, and as


·8· ·the building directly to the east of the


·9· ·project is setback from the street.· The


10· ·slight setback is appropriate and


11· ·contextual.


12· · · · While the guidelines only address


13· ·street setbacks, the applicants have also


14· ·set back the rear of the building along


15· ·Magnolia Street 10 feet from the alley to


16· ·be contextual with the alley setbacks as


17· ·well.


18· · · · In regards to rhythm, staff wanted


19· ·to comment specifically on the alleyway


20· ·and the block rhythm.· The overall rhythm


21· ·of the block structure with the alley


22· ·dividing the block along Central is


23· ·respected as the alleyway remains open


24· ·while a connector setback from the front


25· ·of the building that is at level two
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·1· ·through four.


·2· · · · This also is proposed to be glass to


·3· ·be sympathetic to this having been an


·4· ·open division between the north side and


·5· ·the south side of the block.


·6· · · · In regards to emphasis, there is a


·7· ·lot of strong vertical emphasis, and this


·8· ·is seen with the pilasters that extend up


·9· ·the entire facade, to tall projecting


10· ·cornices that adds visual height on both


11· ·vertical alignment of the windows and the


12· ·windows taller than they are wide.


13· · · · In regards to height, all sections


14· ·of the new construction have an overall


15· ·height four stories, or 51 feet 8 inches


16· ·tall, but are three stories, 43 feet, at


17· ·the street face.


18· · · · The existing historic buildings on


19· ·the block facing Central Parkway are two


20· ·stories, 33 to the top parapet at


21· ·1430 Central Parkway; and three stories,


22· ·40 feet 6 inches at 1420 Central Parkway.


23· ·And the building directly south on


24· ·Magnolia Street, which houses the Wooden


25· ·Nickel, is three stories at 50 feet tall.
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·1· · · · On Magnolia Street, the building


·2· ·directly to the east of the property is


·3· ·two stories tall.· The rest of the


·4· ·buildings facing Magnolia Street are


·5· ·mostly three stories on the north and two


·6· ·stories on the south side of the street.


·7· · · · On 15th Street, the building


·8· ·directly to the east of the development


·9· ·is three stories, 35 feet tall, per


10· ·building permit plans that have been


11· ·submitted and approved.· The majority of


12· ·the buildings on 15th Street are new


13· ·construction and are not considered


14· ·contributing buildings.· They are three


15· ·stories at the street at 38 feet, per the


16· ·building permits, and 46 feet per


17· ·building permits to the top of the fourth


18· ·floor.


19· · · · The contributing buildings on the


20· ·street are mostly three stories tall.


21· · · · In regards to the materials, the


22· ·building materials are all appropriate,


23· ·but the main building material is brick.


24· ·Different color bricks are used.· But


25· ·when they are used, they are in a
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·1· ·homogeneous color.· It creates the


·2· ·different architectural elements such as


·3· ·a change in color for the base or


·4· ·pilasters.


·5· · · · Some other considerations are that


·6· ·there was a prehearing on


·7· ·June 22nd, 2021.· The applicant's team


·8· ·and nine members of the public were


·9· ·present.· The members from the public


10· ·were generally opposed to the demolition.


11· ·And, specifically, the height of the


12· ·building.· And comments from that are


13· ·summarized in the report.


14· · · · The applicants have provided a


15· ·timeline of public engagement that they


16· ·have done during the development of this


17· ·project that was included in the staff


18· ·packet.


19· · · · One letter of opposition was


20· ·submitted prior to the deadline for


21· ·public comments, but three other letters


22· ·were submitted after the deadline and


23· ·were passed on to the Board chair.


24· · · · So in regards to the recommendation,


25· ·staff recommends to approve the
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·1· ·application for a Certificate of


·2· ·Appropriateness for demolition of a


·3· ·noncontributing building at 1430 Central


·4· ·Parkway, and demolition of a contributing


·5· ·building at 1416 with the following


·6· ·conditions: that the building permit must


·7· ·be issued within two years or the


·8· ·Certificate of Appropriateness will


·9· ·expire; the demolition permit shall be


10· ·issued concurrently with the issuance of


11· ·the new construction proposed on the


12· ·site.


13· · · · In regard to zoning relief, staff


14· ·recommends to approve the conditional use


15· ·to allow a maximum of 2,600 square feet


16· ·outdoor area, which exceeds 50 percent of


17· ·the indoor area, which is approximately


18· ·2,315 square feet.


19· · · · And staff recommends to approve the


20· ·outdoor entertainment allowing outdoor


21· ·entertainment at the outdoor areas


22· ·included on the rooftop deck and


23· ·courtyard area within 500 feet of the


24· ·residential zone.


25· · · · Staff recommends the following
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·1· ·conditions: that if the property is found


·2· ·to exceed the requirements of


·3· ·Chapter 909, Community Noise, on three or


·4· ·more occasions within a 12-month period,


·5· ·such can be grounds for the Zoning


·6· ·Administrator to revoke this conditional


·7· ·approval; and the outdoor entertainment


·8· ·at the roof deck shall be limited to


·9· ·background music.


10· · · · In regards to the Certificate of


11· ·Appropriateness for new construction,


12· ·staff recommends the following: to


13· ·approve a Certificate of Appropriateness


14· ·for new construction of a new building


15· ·and rehabilitation and additions to two


16· ·existing contributing buildings per plans


17· ·from Luminaut dated 6/23, 2021, for the


18· ·properties of 1416 to 1430 Central


19· ·Parkway with the following conditions:


20· ·that the building permit must be issued


21· ·within two years or the Certificate of


22· ·Appropriateness shall expire.


23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· All right.


24· ·We're going to have, I think, extended


25· ·reviews by the applicant and the
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·1· ·opposition.· Each will be given an


·2· ·opportunity to cross-examine the other


·3· ·and then any witnesses, should they


·4· ·choose to.


·5· · · · Ms. Johnson, I have one question.


·6· ·You said the current owner acquired the


·7· ·property in 1997; is that correct?


·8· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· Yes.


·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· And are they applicants?


10· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.· The applicant can


11· ·explain their connection to the current


12· ·owner, but it is not -- the applicant is


13· ·not the owner, per the auditor's report.


14· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Okay.· Who


15· ·would -- who is going to speak on behalf


16· ·of the applicant?


17· · · · MS. RYAN:· I am.· Good afternoon.


18· ·This is Kathy Ryan, attorney for the


19· ·applicants.


20· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.


21· · · · MS. RYAN:· My address is


22· ·Wood & Lamping, 600 Vine Street.


23· · · · I have with me today a number of


24· ·witnesses.· We intend to present Ohm


25· ·Patel, the representative of Moment
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·1· ·Development; Jeremiah Hahn, project


·2· ·manager and architect at Luminaut; and


·3· ·Matt Erdman, CEO of Luminaut and an


·4· ·architect for the project.


·5· · · · We also have with us Josh


·6· ·Tolchinsky, engineer for Advantage Group


·7· ·Engineers; Kevin Schubert from HGC


·8· ·Construction; and Matthew Wirtz,


·9· ·architect at Luminaut; all available to


10· ·respond to questions should the need


11· ·arise.


12· · · · Before we get started, I'd like to


13· ·verify that if the need arises, we would


14· ·have an opportunity to present rebuttal


15· ·witnesses and an opportunity to provide a


16· ·closing argument?


17· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yes, absolutely.


18· · · · MS. RYAN:· Okay.· Thank you.· My


19· ·first witness I would like to present is


20· ·Mr. Ohm Patel.


21· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Ms. Ryan, I would like


22· ·to just swear in all of the applicants'


23· ·witnesses collectively.· So if you could


24· ·have all the witnesses or anyone


25· ·intending on testifying in this hearing
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·1· ·on behalf of the applicant, if they can


·2· ·all take themselves off of mute now and


·3· ·raise their right hand.· I need everyone


·4· ·to answer out loud.


·5· · · · (Witnesses duly sworn.)


·6· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Okay.· Thank you.


·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· Ms. Ryan, do you


·8· ·want to proceed?


·9· · · · MS. RYAN:· Yes.· Mr. Patel is our


10· ·first witness.


11· · · · MR. PATEL:· Hello.· Thank you to the


12· ·Board and all that are present.· I wanted


13· ·to just start off by saying that when we


14· ·first came to the table here with the


15· ·current owner, it was surrounding the


16· ·opening of a bar, which is currently The


17· ·Pitch that opened in May.· And that's


18· ·when the dialogue first began.


19· · · · At the time, the landlord and/or


20· ·owner wanted to start a dialogue to


21· ·develop this property because they felt


22· ·that they had -- they needed to do


23· ·something because they were at a point


24· ·where they needed to either move their


25· ·business and/or develop the property.
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·1· ·That's when we first started the


·2· ·dialogue.


·3· · · · So the nature of my relationship


·4· ·with them is that I would be a partner


·5· ·with them on this development and they


·6· ·have basically given me the development


·7· ·role to put this project together.


·8· · · · And so that's kind of the background


·9· ·as to how I'm involved and why I'm the


10· ·applicant.· I'm acting on behalf of that


11· ·partnership to do this development, as a


12· ·whole.


13· · · · So when we first started, when we


14· ·were looking at how we proceed, it was


15· ·first by starting to put a team together


16· ·that could really kind of help us get to


17· ·what we could possibly do here.· And


18· ·that's when we reached out to Luminaut,


19· ·who is a local architect design firm that


20· ·has done numerous amounts of projects


21· ·within the Over-the-Rhine Historic


22· ·District, as well as bringing in HGC,


23· ·which is kind of -- in the market is


24· ·known for historic conservation projects


25· ·and construction.
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·1· · · · And we felt that that was the team


·2· ·that would really help us put together


·3· ·the right development plan.· And we


·4· ·worked together to get The Pitch open,


·5· ·and then also put the plan together that


·6· ·you see here today.


·7· · · · And when we did put this development


·8· ·plan together, we went through a series


·9· ·of various different forms of how this


10· ·development would come to fruition.· And


11· ·we did do an extensive study, both on the


12· ·historic building that we are going to


13· ·keep as part of the development, as well


14· ·as the one that we're discussing today.


15· · · · And it was deemed by the architect,


16· ·by HGC, and by the engineering firm that


17· ·we've involved, that it just did not make


18· ·sense from a financial perspective after


19· ·we ran the numbers, right?


20· · · · And so we ran the numbers in


21· ·multiple different ways of how we could


22· ·do this.· And we concluded that at the


23· ·end of day, by the time that we spent the


24· ·dollars, it was just not going to give


25· ·any sort of even reasonable return to
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·1· ·make sense of that type of an investment.


·2· · · · So we -- I also reached out to the


·3· ·Economic Development Department at the


·4· ·City of Cincinnati too to see if there


·5· ·was anything that we could do from an


·6· ·incentive perspective, et cetera.· And we


·7· ·had various conversations with them as


·8· ·well, and they also concurred.


·9· · · · What we're doing today is we're


10· ·trying to put together a project here


11· ·that really meets the needs of the


12· ·community, the City as a whole, and


13· ·really also provides a synergistic plan


14· ·moving forward for how development


15· ·happens down Central Parkway, along with


16· ·the stadium.


17· · · · I know that more development will


18· ·come down Central Parkway.· And we really


19· ·feel that this development, the way it's


20· ·been designed, really sets the tone for


21· ·how it should done, and how it should be


22· ·done the right way.


23· · · · We feel like we've been very


24· ·respectful from a design standpoint to


25· ·the nature of what's around us.· And I
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·1· ·think that Luminaut did an excellent job


·2· ·of putting that design plan together.


·3· · · · And I think we've also done plenty


·4· ·of outreach and communication as to what


·5· ·our intentions are.· We are clean


·6· ·operators, from a hotel perspective.· We


·7· ·have about 35 hotels under ownership and


·8· ·management.


·9· · · · And so we really, truly understand


10· ·how to meet the needs of a guest, of a


11· ·visitor that's coming to the City, and we


12· ·understand how to do it responsibly and


13· ·do it well.


14· · · · So from that respect, that's kind of


15· ·what I had to present today, is just the


16· ·background of how we got here and how


17· ·I've leaned on a team of professionals to


18· ·really kind of weigh in on what can and


19· ·can't be done.


20· · · · And after reach -- running the


21· ·numbers in every way that we can, we just


22· ·feel like it's fiscally impossible to


23· ·salvage this building as a part of this


24· ·development.


25· · · · Thank you.
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·1· · · · MS. RYAN:· Next I have Matt Erdman.


·2· · · · MR. ERDMAN:· Sure.· I will save most


·3· ·of my comments just in response to any


·4· ·questions that the community has.


·5· · · · You know, Beth did a great job of


·6· ·summarizing our submittal and our


·7· ·proposal, but there's, literally,


·8· ·hundreds of pages of information that we


·9· ·submitted to the Board.


10· · · · I won't go into all of the details


11· ·of that, but I will say, you know, when


12· ·we started this project with Ohm, we did


13· ·look at saving all the buildings.· And on


14· ·the site, there's three contributing


15· ·buildings.· And two of them are going to


16· ·be incorporated into this overall


17· ·development.


18· · · · The one that we're discussing today,


19· ·we couldn't make work.· Our firm is


20· ·nationally recognized in historic


21· ·preservation.· We've gotten a


22· ·preservation award nationally with


23· ·Docomomo.· We have multiple historic tax


24· ·credit projects in the City.· Currently


25· ·we're getting ready to open the Ingalls
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·1· ·building at 4th and Vine.


·2· · · · So we're definitely a


·3· ·pro-preservation group.· So I just wanted


·4· ·to say that as a perspective.


·5· · · · Secondly, we -- when we started this


·6· ·project, we started with the Urban


·7· ·Conservator to discuss the appropriate


·8· ·infill in this neighborhood.· We've met


·9· ·with Beth and team four or five times


10· ·now.· And we met with the community


11· ·council four times.· We really did


12· ·approach this to try to be collaborative


13· ·and work as best we could with the


14· ·members of the community.


15· · · · So we do have some successes in that


16· ·process.· And you'll hear today that


17· ·there's still some points of contention,


18· ·but we're willing to discuss those today


19· ·and see what Board has to say.


20· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Is that


21· ·all --


22· · · · MS. RYAN:· All the other witnesses


23· ·we have are available to either answer


24· ·questions or be offered as rebuttal


25· ·witnesses.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· In which case


·2· ·I would like to go to Mr. Suder, who is


·3· ·going to be, I guess, leading the


·4· ·discussion in opposition.


·5· · · · Mr. Suder, how would you like to


·6· ·present your case?· Do you have multiple


·7· ·witnesses you intend to call?


·8· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Thank you,


·9· ·Mr. Chairman.


10· · · · I plan on just presenting my


11· ·opposition letter that I provided to the


12· ·Board earlier this month.· And then, I do


13· ·have with me today Margy Waller, who is a


14· ·property owner on Magnolia Avenue, as


15· ·well as Danny Klingler, and


16· ·Over-the-Rhine Community Housing.


17· · · · So all three of them will be


18· ·speaking in opposition -- various points


19· ·in opposition to what you've heard today.


20· · · · Generally, if I could just give,


21· ·sort of, a general statement on behalf of


22· ·my clients --


23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, can I


24· ·interrupt you just for a second?


25· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yeah.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Let's go ahead and have


·2· ·Ms. Waller and Mr. Klingler and whoever


·3· ·is going to speak on behalf of the Board,


·4· ·go ahead and be sworn in so that we can


·5· ·be seamless as possible with your


·6· ·presentation.


·7· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Thank you.


·8· · · · (Witnesses duly sworn.)


·9· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Mr. Chair, one more


10· ·point of order.· I believe that


11· ·Mr. Suder, as an attorney for parties of


12· ·record here, does have the ability, if he


13· ·would like, to cross-examine any of the


14· ·witnesses that were just presented by the


15· ·Applicant before he goes into the


16· ·presentation of his case, so --


17· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, would you like


18· ·to begin by cross-examining witnesses


19· ·you've heard?


20· · · · MR. SUDER:· I only have one


21· ·objection or maybe a question for


22· ·Mr. Patel.· So maybe I could ask him


23· ·that.


24· · · · I also have heard some of


25· ·testimony -- I think it's testimony, I'm
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·1· ·not sure -- at least statements that were


·2· ·made about the Department of Community


·3· ·Development for -- the Economic


·4· ·Development Department for the City of


·5· ·Cincinnati having put together a report,


·6· ·and I was wondering if they would be


·7· ·available for cross-examination today?


·8· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Johnson, can you


·9· ·answer that?


10· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No one from that


11· ·department is on the call.· Their letter


12· ·and their analysis is what's provided in


13· ·the packet.


14· · · · MR. SUDER:· So they are available


15· ·for questions?


16· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.· No one is on the


17· ·call today.


18· · · · MR. SUDER:· Oh, okay.


19· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· But their letter and


20· ·their analysis was included in the


21· ·packet.


22· · · · MR. SUDER:· So, Mr. Chairman, I will


23· ·just object to not having the opportunity


24· ·to ask any questions of the Department of


25· ·Community and Economic Development
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·1· ·representative who wrote that letter.


·2· ·Obviously, it is being presented as


·3· ·evidence in this matter.· And so that


·4· ·evidence should be able to be tested.· So


·5· ·I would object to that.


·6· · · · MR. VOSS:· Objection is noted.


·7· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.


·8· · · · The other question I guess I would


·9· ·have is, is the property owner or a


10· ·representative of the property owner


11· ·available to testify here today?


12· · · · Anyone?· Ms. Ryan, do you --


13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Johnson?


14· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· I'm not sure.


15· · · · MR. SUDER:· Again -- and my


16· ·understanding is that Mr. Patel is not


17· ·the owner of the property, correct?  I


18· ·guess Mr. Patel can answer that question.


19· · · · MR. PATEL:· That is correct.


20· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· So I would object


21· ·on that grounds, as well, that the


22· ·property owner who must prove their case


23· ·is not present here today; therefore, the


24· ·case can't be made.


25· · · · MS. RYAN:· The applicants who have


Page 40
·1· ·the right to have filed the application


·2· ·are here to defend the case.


·3· · · · MR. SUDER:· So I can ask some


·4· ·questions, maybe, of Mr. Patel, but I


·5· ·really need to ask questions of the


·6· ·owner, since one of the standards is


·7· ·whether the property owner has


·8· ·demonstrated an economic hardship that


·9· ·would overcome the no demolition rule


10· ·that's in Chapter 1435.


11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, your objection


12· ·on that point is also noted.


13· · · · Let's proceed as best we can and we


14· ·can bring that back around after we have


15· ·gotten through this.


16· · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· Thank you,


17· ·Mr. Chairman.


18· · · · Generally, besides -- and you have


19· ·in my letter the -- all of the


20· ·justifications for why this building is a


21· ·contributing building in the


22· ·Over-the-Rhine Historic District,


23· ·including the fact that it is a pre-Civil


24· ·War building that dates back prior to the


25· ·Civil War, is one of the last remaining
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·1· ·canal buildings -- canal-facing


·2· ·buildings.· And for those who may not be


·3· ·familiar --


·4· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, just to be


·5· ·clear, I'm not clear if Mr. Suder is


·6· ·acting as a witness right now or where --


·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· I think he's making an


·8· ·opening statement.


·9· · · · MR. SUDER:· I'm making argument.


10· ·The argument here is that it's a


11· ·contributing building; it's in a historic


12· ·district.· The reason it's contributing


13· ·is because it's one of the last remaining


14· ·canal-facing buildings.· Central Parkway


15· ·used to be a canal.· It's documented in


16· ·our letter, in the photographs, and in


17· ·written documentation that was done by a


18· ·historic preservation professional.


19· · · · And so the building is contributing.


20· ·It is one of the last remaining buildings


21· ·that is canal-oriented along Central


22· ·Parkway, so it is a very valuable


23· ·building to the Over-the-Rhine Historic


24· ·District.· We ask it be treated that way.


25· · · · And the only way to demolish the
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·1· ·building under the law, under 1435-09-2,


·2· ·is if there is credible evidence that


·3· ·there is economic hardship.· Essentially,


·4· ·what the code says is, if the applicant


·5· ·can prove that if the City does not allow


·6· ·them to demolish the building, the City


·7· ·would be taking their property from them.


·8· ·Then the Board must grant a Certificate


·9· ·of Appropriateness for demolition.


10· · · · That is not the case here.· It


11· ·cannot be the case here because the


12· ·property owner is currently using the


13· ·building, and has been using the


14· ·building.· They're operating the building


15· ·since at least when they owned it in


16· ·1997.


17· · · · And so the building is what I would


18· ·call a going concern, in that it is


19· ·operational.· So the City cannot possibly


20· ·take the property by refusing to allow it


21· ·to be demolished if it's occupied and


22· ·being used currently.


23· · · · How could there be such extreme


24· ·economic hardship that without the


25· ·demolition, the building would have to be


Page 43
·1· ·taken by the City and just compensation


·2· ·paid?· That's absolutely not able to be


·3· ·proved.


·4· · · · We also can't even question the


·5· ·property owner about it because they're


·6· ·not present at today's hearing, which is


·7· ·another record deficiency.


·8· · · · And the fact that someone wants to


·9· ·come in, demolish it and make a profit on


10· ·it, that is not the standard for


11· ·demolition in the Over-the-Rhine Historic


12· ·District.


13· · · · There may be a lot of ways to use a


14· ·lot of buildings in Over-the-Rhine for


15· ·more profitable uses.· We could tear the


16· ·whole place down and start over with new,


17· ·more profitable uses, but that is not the


18· ·standard.


19· · · · The standard is would there be a


20· ·taking, would all economic and viable use


21· ·be deprived if we don't let them tear it


22· ·down.· And for a building of this


23· ·significance, there's no showing that can


24· ·be made.


25· · · · And even if there is, we don't have
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·1· ·the property owner here to be able to


·2· ·test the credibility of this evidence.


·3· · · · So for all the reasons set forth in


·4· ·our letter that we provided, and for the


·5· ·reasons that Ms. Waller, Ms. Rivers, and


·6· ·Mr. Klingler will present this evening,


·7· ·we ask that the Certificate of


·8· ·Appropriateness for demolition be denied.


·9· · · · Thank you.


10· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Now,


11· ·Mr. Suder, do you want to continue with


12· ·your witnesses?


13· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.


14· · · · MR. VOSS:· And I'll give Ms. Ryan an


15· ·opportunity to cross-examine.


16· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Now, I don't need


17· ·to cross-examine any of the witnesses


18· ·that have been called yet.· I do reserve


19· ·the right to -- if I could, to


20· ·cross-examine any rebuttal witnesses.


21· · · · But for the time being here, I would


22· ·call Danny Klingler to start us off.


23· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Should I go ahead,


24· ·Mr. Voss?


25· · · · MR. VOSS:· Please.· You've been
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·1· ·sworn?


·2· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Yes, I have.· And I


·3· ·just would like to clarify before I


·4· ·start, is this solely the -- is there


·5· ·another chance to speak later on to the


·6· ·new construction or is all the speaking


·7· ·consolidated into this -- into the


·8· ·demolition with the new construction


·9· ·right now?· Is this all of my time?


10· · · · MR. VOSS:· We're trying to cover


11· ·both.· I'll give you a significant


12· ·latitude as far as time.


13· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Thank you.


14· · · · Thank you, Mr. Voss.· Thank you,


15· ·members of the Board, for taking the time


16· ·here today.


17· · · · My name is Danny Klingler.· You guys


18· ·know me from many other meetings.· In


19· ·this case, I live immediately across the


20· ·street from this and own my house and own


21· ·a couple of other houses on Magnolia that


22· ·I rent.· And so I guess it has -- in a


23· ·sense, it has a little bit of extra


24· ·significance to me today.


25· · · · I wanted to provide for you a little
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·1· ·bit of perspective of what this process


·2· ·has been like for myself over the last


·3· ·several months, six or so months.· And I


·4· ·think it'll provide some insight also


·5· ·into perhaps how it's been for some of my


·6· ·neighbors, though I won't speak for them.


·7· · · · We were approached, if you could


·8· ·imagine, several months ago by the


·9· ·development team and asked to respond to


10· ·a project.· And so if you can imagine,


11· ·someone -- a developer comes and then


12· ·says, okay, we have this project.


13· · · · So you say -- we say, well, sure.


14· ·Yeah.· We'd love to.· You want to just


15· ·kind of bounce some ideas off of us about


16· ·what you want to build here?· We can work


17· ·together on it.


18· · · · No, no, no.· We already designed it.


19· ·We already know what it's going to be.


20· ·It's going to be large project across the


21· ·street on Magnolia.


22· · · · Okay.· Okay.· So you've already


23· ·designed it.· Well, tell us about it.


24· ·What is it?


25· · · · Well, it's a 90-unit hotel.
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·1· · · · Oh, wow.· A 90-unit hotel building.


·2· ·Okay.· And it has to be that big?


·3· · · · Yeah.· It's got to be that big.


·4· · · · Okay.· Well, I guess, you know, it


·5· ·will bring a lot of people to the


·6· ·neighborhood; that's is a good thing.


·7· ·Okay.· So tell us some more about it.· So


·8· ·it's going to be like a mom-and-pop, like


·9· ·a bed-and-breakfast kind of hotel?


10· · · · No, no, no.· No, it's not going to


11· ·be that.


12· · · · MS. RYAN:· Mr. Chairman, I would


13· ·object to any testimony regarding hotel


14· ·use as it's permitted in the district.


15· · · · MR. VOSS:· I will note your


16· ·objection.· We've given some latitude to


17· ·both sides to tell their story.


18· · · · So, Mr. Klingler, please proceed.


19· · · · MR. KLINGLER:· Thank you.· So we


20· ·say, okay, well, is it kind of like a


21· ·regional hotel, like a 21c or an Ace


22· ·Hotel?


23· · · · No, no, no.· It's going to be a


24· ·national or international hotel chain.


25· ·That's who is going to run it.
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·1· · · · Oh, really?· Okay.· Well, you know,


·2· ·we're -- that's kind of not what we're


·3· ·trying to do in Over-the-Rhine, but all


·4· ·right.· Now we have -- so that's who is


·5· ·going to run the hotel.· So are you


·6· ·keeping all the historic buildings?· Are


·7· ·you going to preserve the historic


·8· ·buildings?


·9· · · · Oh, no.· We're going to tear one


10· ·down.


11· · · · Which one is that going to be?


12· · · · Well, it's going to be the one on


13· ·the -- it's going to be the one on the


14· ·corner.· And we're going to tear that one


15· ·down.


16· · · · Well, are you aware that's, you


17· ·know, a canal building and one of the


18· ·only ones remaining?


19· · · · No, no.· We're not aware of that,


20· ·but we've got to get rid of it.


21· · · · Okay.· Well, tell us about the


22· ·height.· So this is a lower-scale portion


23· ·of Over-the-Rhine, you know, two- and


24· ·three-story homes.· And certainly our


25· ·homes are two-stories tall.· Can you
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·1· ·limit it to that height?


·2· · · · Well, no.· We are going to build it


·3· ·four stories, but they are going to be


·4· ·set back so no one will notice it.


·5· · · · Well, you know, it is going to block


·6· ·folks' view, first of all.· And secondly,


·7· ·more importantly, that will now be the


·8· ·highest point.· It will supersede the


·9· ·historic buildings in this lower-scale


10· ·area.· Can you, at least, put that fourth


11· ·story on the Central Parkway side, you


12· ·know, where there is higher density and


13· ·there's more height?· Can you do that?


14· · · · No, no.· We can't do that.


15· · · · And so what I've just described to


16· ·you is my experience of this process.


17· ·And it's been an experience of very


18· ·little compromise, of a tremendous amount


19· ·of work on the part of a lot of neighbors


20· ·to try to exact some compromise.· And


21· ·just -- it feels futile.


22· · · · And so the reason we're here today


23· ·with an attorney is because how do you --


24· ·what else do you do at a certain point?


25· · · · I don't think any neighbor here
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·1· · · · ·would have an objection with a


·2· · · · ·largely-sized development being built


·3· · · · ·here.


·4· · · · · · · But the attitude of Mr. Patel, quite


·5· · · · ·frankly, specifically, and I don't mean


·6· · · · ·to call him out personally, but the


·7· · · · ·behavior has been, it's my way or the


·8· · · · ·highway.· We'll present it to you, but we


·9· · · · ·won't change anything of substance.· And


10· · · · ·that is what is so frustrating and


11· · · · ·disheartening about being here today.


12· · · · · · · So that's really my testimony.  I


13· · · · ·wanted you guys to, kind of, understand


14· · · · ·the perspective of what this process has


15· · · · ·been like for me.· Thank you.


16· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Ms. Ryan,


17· · · · ·would you like to go ahead and


18· · · · ·cross-examine Mr. Klingler at this point?


19· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Before that, Mr. Voss,


20· · · · ·may I ask him a few clarifying questions


21· · · · ·on the record?


22· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· You may.


23· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.


24· · · · · · · · · · EXAMINATION


25· ·BY MR. SUDER:
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·1· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Klingler, can just clarify --


·2· ·you stated a comment about the height.· You


·3· ·were talking about the infill if this building


·4· ·is allowed to be demolished.


·5· · · · ·A.· ·That's correct.


·6· · · · ·Q.· ·And you were talking about four


·7· ·stories, three stories, two stories.· Can you


·8· ·clarify, what's the height of your block of


·9· ·residential buildings on Magnolia?


10· · · · · · · And just give the Board an


11· ·understanding and flavor of the heights of the


12· ·buildings surrounding this property.


13· · · · ·A.· ·Yeah.· So I think that it's true to


14· ·say that all of the buildings in the immediate


15· ·vicinity here are under four stories.· On


16· ·Magnolia, on the -- going as far east as the


17· ·western facing side of Elm Street, 15th Street,


18· ·all the historic buildings are at or below four


19· ·stories.


20· · · · · · · And certainly, on Magnolia Street,


21· ·it's one of the lowest-scale streets in the


22· ·neighborhood.· It's rows of 1840s and '50s


23· ·two-story, single family homes on Magnolia


24· ·Street.


25· · · · ·Q.· ·And then so what is the issue around
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·1· ·height?· What is your objection on height of


·2· ·the infill development?


·3· · · · ·A.· ·Well, the issue is that we have a


·4· ·part of the neighborhood with a particular


·5· ·flavor and a particular character, and we would


·6· ·like it to remain a two- and three-story


·7· ·section of neighborhood.


·8· · · · · · · And that's what the guidelines say


·9· ·that, you know, it should remain because the


10· ·within one-story rule -- within one story of


11· ·adjacent contributing buildings, that is the


12· ·rule for the height of new construction.· And


13· ·this building would be abutting a two-story


14· ·building on the north side of Magnolia Street.


15· ·And it would be directly across the street from


16· ·the whole row of six-in-a-row two-story


17· ·buildings.


18· · · · · · · So we believe it -- or I believe it


19· ·should be -- the development should be


20· ·consistent with the other buildings.· And maybe


21· ·it doesn't need to be two stories, but I think


22· ·three stories would be very reasonable for this


23· ·particular part of the neighborhood.


24· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Klingler, are you familiar with


25· ·the infill drawings that were produced or the
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·1· ·drawings for the infill construction that were


·2· ·produced?


·3· · · · ·A.· ·Yes, I am.


·4· · · · ·Q.· ·And so, I believe, on the elevation,


·5· ·or at least on the front elevation of the


·6· ·building, it shows the fourth floor being


·7· ·proposed to be set back from Central Avenue.


·8· · · · · · · Can you tell me why you would be


·9· ·opposed to that?


10· · · · ·A.· ·Well, personally, I would not be


11· ·opposed to the -- what's called the fourth


12· ·story that's on the Central Parkway side of the


13· ·development; that's sort of -- that's part


14· ·of -- on the new building that fronts on


15· ·Central Parkway, there's a setback fourth


16· ·story.· I'm not sure if it's a roof deck or


17· ·another -- exactly what it is.· But I


18· ·personally would not object to that fourth


19· ·story.


20· · · · · · · It's the fourth story that moves


21· ·down into the interior of Over-The-Rhine, down


22· ·the side streets of Magnolia and Whetsel Alley


23· ·that I personally take issue with.


24· · · · · · · And again, that's because all of the


25· ·surrounding historic buildings that would
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·1· ·surround that fourth story are all


·2· ·three-stories or two-stories tall.


·3· · · · ·Q.· ·Thank you.· I just wanted you to


·4· ·clarify.


·5· · · · ·A.· ·Okay.· Thank you.


·6· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Sorry.· Ms. Ryan, would


·7· · · · ·you like to cross-examine Mr. Klingler?


·8· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, I have no


·9· · · · ·questions for Mr. Klingler.· I will point


10· · · · ·out that the owner, Brahma Ramineni, has


11· · · · ·come in and is available whenever it


12· · · · ·makes sense to do so.


13· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Let's -- this


14· · · · ·is getting out of order.· Let's proceed


15· · · · ·with Ms. Waller.


16· · · · · · · Mr. Suder, you have two or three


17· · · · ·people that you were going to call to


18· · · · ·testify?


19· · · · · · · MR. STURKEY:· Mr. Suder, you are


20· · · · ·muted.


21· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Sorry.· Ms. Waller is


22· · · · ·here along with Ms. Rivers.· Those are


23· · · · ·the two other.


24· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· I would like to go ahead


25· · · · ·and have them do their presentations, and
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·1· ·then we'll circle back to the owner and


·2· ·give you an opportunity to respond.


·3· · · · And then we have a number of other


·4· ·people who we will ask to speak.· And


·5· ·then both Ms. Ryan and Mr. Suder will


·6· ·have an opportunity to cross-examine


·7· ·them, should they choose so.


·8· · · · Let's go ahead, Mr. Suder, and


·9· ·complete what you're saying, and then


10· ·we'll give Ms. Ryan an opportunity to


11· ·call an additional witness.


12· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


13· · · · Ms. Waller, are you ready to go?


14· · · · MS. WALLER:· Yes, thank you.


15· · · · MR. SUDER:· Please proceed.


16· · · · MS. WALLER:· Thank you to Chairman


17· ·Voss and the members of the Board.


18· · · · I'm pleased to speak here today as


19· ·another owner of property on Magnolia


20· ·Street, directly across from the location


21· ·planned for the hotel.· I actually used


22· ·to live in the building that is at the


23· ·far eastern side of the proposed hotel,


24· ·also owned by the same owner.· So I


25· ·actually paid by my rent in the building
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·1· ·that is proposed for demolition.


·2· · · · And I will say that I am, honestly,


·3· ·deeply confused, as an owner who bought


·4· ·an empty house and invested in this


·5· ·property, completely rehabbing it, and


·6· ·has invested many hours of my time in


·7· ·neighborhood issues, I'm confused to see


·8· ·the owner of the building that is


·9· ·proposed for demolition and who has been


10· ·using it as his office since 1997, is now


11· ·claiming there's absolutely no


12· ·economically viable use for the building.


13· ·It just really seems impossible.


14· · · · Honestly, it strains any kind of


15· ·logic to me that he bought it, claims he


16· ·hasn't needed to make any changes to it,


17· ·and yet, now, it needs to be torn down.


18· · · · I really believe that when we buy


19· ·buildings in Over-the-Rhine in this


20· ·historic district and this very special


21· ·place, that we are like temporary


22· ·caretakers of buildings that need to be


23· ·here for the future.· This is a historic


24· ·district because it is incredibly unique


25· ·across the country.· And it should be it
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·1· ·cherished and treated as such.


·2· · · · And if you buy a building here, you


·3· ·have an obligation to take care of it.


·4· ·This is a special building.· I'm honestly


·5· ·looking at it as I'm speaking to you.


·6· ·And I look at it almost every day because


·7· ·my home office looks out on it.


·8· · · · It is special because it was on the


·9· ·canal.· We have photographs that I


10· ·cherish with kids swimming in the canal


11· ·in front of this very same building.· And


12· ·you can recognize it.· It's the same


13· ·building.· It's totally recognizable.


14· · · · So to give the person who bought the


15· ·building over three decades ago --


16· ·three-and-a-half decades ago, and who


17· ·said he hasn't needed to make any changes


18· ·to it to keep it in shape, but now it


19· ·needs to be torn down -- it doesn't seem


20· ·like the way we should treat these very


21· ·special buildings in this important


22· ·district and, you know, take care of them


23· ·for the future for visitors.


24· · · · It is what makes people want to


25· ·visit this place.· And if we continue to
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·1· ·tear down these buildings, it becomes a


·2· ·less special place that people will not


·3· ·want to visit.


·4· · · · I don't think the question is


·5· ·whether this development can be done with


·6· ·or without tearing down this building.


·7· ·You know, that's not question.· The


·8· ·question is whether the building has a


·9· ·viable use.· And it clearly does.· It's


10· ·been used for over three decades.


11· · · · I just want to make a couple of


12· ·other quick points that are not strictly


13· ·about the demo.


14· · · · First of all, I am a member of the


15· ·board of the Over-the-Rhine Community


16· ·Council, as is Danny Klingler.· And I


17· ·just, for the record, wanted to say that


18· ·the Over-the-Rhine Community Council did


19· ·consider this issue and did oppose it.


20· ·They did oppose the demolition.· They did


21· ·oppose the use of having a hotel in this


22· ·residential area.· And that is the other


23· ·point that I want to make.


24· · · · This is a residential neighborhood.


25· ·When we learned about the hotel and the
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·1· ·bar, we also learned that our


·2· ·neighborhood has been zoned commercial.


·3· ·Many of us did not know that.· And so we


·4· ·immediately began taking a look around


·5· ·and wondering what does that mean for us,


·6· ·and what can we do about it.


·7· · · · And so we literally walked the


·8· ·neighborhood from 14th Street to Liberty,


·9· ·between Elm and Central where it is


10· ·mostly zoned commercial, and categorized


11· ·each of the buildings.· And, you know,


12· ·almost universally the buildings are


13· ·being used as residential spaces.


14· ·Sometimes they have commercial on the


15· ·first floor, a small commercial that


16· ·would be actually allowed in a


17· ·residential zone as well.· But it is


18· ·really a residential district.


19· · · · And so all of us -- well, as we're


20· ·talking about this, need to think of --


21· · · · MS. RYAN:· I'm going to object to


22· ·any testimony about the idea that this


23· ·should be zoned differently.· That is not


24· ·on the table.· This is not zoned


25· ·residential.
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·1· · · · And further, to the extent that the


·2· ·rezoning that's planning to be


·3· ·reconsidered, the one that they have


·4· ·pending at this time, was not brought


·5· ·forth until after the filing of this


·6· ·application.


·7· · · · MS. WALLER:· I want just want to


·8· ·make one point because Beth Johnson


·9· ·mentioned it, and that is that the City


10· ·code allows for a request from a City


11· ·Council member to do a zone change.


12· · · · That request was made by a City


13· ·Council member, I think, a couple months


14· ·ago.· So I don't know about the timing,


15· ·but the point really is that as we're


16· ·thinking about -- and now this gets to


17· ·the conditional use -- outdoor use of


18· ·space with music and, again, literally


19· ·like inches or feet from my window you're


20· ·talking about putting an outdoor bar and


21· ·entertainment area.· That really does


22· ·matter when it comes to thinking about


23· ·the conditional use.


24· · · · And so there is, you know, a pending


25· ·request from a City Council member to the
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·1· ·Planning Commission to change the zoning.


·2· ·That is a matter that should be


·3· ·considered by the Board in this hearing


·4· ·today.


·5· · · · We have been experiencing the


·6· ·outdoor use of space from The Pitch bar


·7· ·now since it opened, and I will tell you


·8· ·as someone who -- I can hear it.· I can


·9· ·hear the conversations, literally, the


10· ·words being used by people because that's


11· ·how the sound carries right now.


12· · · · Granted, if the hotel is built,


13· ·maybe I wouldn't hear the interior


14· ·courtyard, but I bet you the people on


15· ·15th Street and the alley will be able to


16· ·hear it.· And if there's an outdoor space


17· ·above my -- you know, just across the


18· ·street and above my window, I will be


19· ·able to hear that, too.


20· · · · So we -- I do object to the -- that


21· ·conditional use.· I would ask you to


22· ·recognize that this really is a


23· ·residential neighborhood.


24· · · · And with that, I'll conclude my


25· ·testimony.· Thank you.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder, do you have


·2· ·any additional questions for Ms. Waller?


·3· · · · MR. SUDER:· No.· Thank you, Ms.


·4· ·Waller.


·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Ryan, do you have any


·6· ·questions and cross-examination?


·7· · · · MS. RYAN:· No, Chairman, I do not.


·8· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· All right.


·9· · · · Mr. Suder, Ms. Rivers is going to


10· ·speak as well?


11· · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes, Mr. Chairman.


12· · · · Ms. Rivers.


13· · · · MS. RIVERS:· Thank you.· My name is


14· ·Mary Burke Rivers.· I'm the executive


15· ·director at Over-the-Rhine Community


16· ·Housing.· And I've had the honor or


17· ·working here in Over-the-Rhine for nearly


18· ·30 years.


19· · · · The organization, Over-the-Rhine


20· ·Community Housing, that I work for has


21· ·deep roots in the neighborhood, where our


22· ·founders fought for both the preservation


23· ·of buildings, and the preservation of


24· ·people who make up this community.


25· · · · Some of our founding members put
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·1· ·their bodies in front of bulldozers in a


·2· ·last ditch effort to save historic


·3· ·buildings.· We've marched; we've


·4· ·testified; and with blood, sweat, and


·5· ·tears, we've saved buildings.


·6· · · · For the most part, we put this


·7· ·energy into savings buildings so that


·8· ·they could become homes for our


·9· ·neighbors.


10· · · · While the people here have always


11· ·been our priority, over the last three


12· ·decades I've come to develop a deeper


13· ·appreciation for the buildings.· The


14· ·historic buildings have a life here.


15· ·These old buildings have lived here for


16· ·over a century.· They are as much a part


17· ·of the fabric of Over-the-Rhine as the


18· ·people we love.· The buildings tell the


19· ·stories of Over-the-Rhine.· They're a


20· ·living, material testimony of who we have


21· ·been and who we are.


22· · · · Maybe it is the fact that we've lost


23· ·so many of our neighbors that the


24· ·historic buildings become that much more


25· ·meaningful to me.
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·1· · · · Our City has allowed economics to


·2· ·dictate the loss of our neighbors and the


·3· ·loss of a lack of affordable housing


·4· ·across our City -- the loss of or a lack


·5· ·of affordable housing across our City.


·6· · · · A developer simply says they can't


·7· ·afford to include affordable housing and


·8· ·that's it.· While there's legitimacy to


·9· ·that argument that the math doesn't


10· ·always work, little or no effort is made


11· ·to address the problem.


12· · · · Over-the-Rhine is an historic


13· ·district with protections for the


14· ·historic buildings, and yet we allow


15· ·developers to tear down buildings.· Once


16· ·again, a developer says the economics


17· ·don't work.· Permission is granted, and a


18· ·building is torn down and our history is


19· ·destroyed.


20· · · · I find this both heartbreaking and


21· ·discouraging.· It is hard to remain


22· ·hopeful when so many of our neighbors are


23· ·struggling, and those with political


24· ·power and in leadership refuse to take


25· ·meaningful action.
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·1· · · · I know that I'm combining what might


·2· ·seem to be two different issues, but to


·3· ·me they are connected.· We allow economic


·4· ·development efforts to move forward, even


·5· ·when they violate our own rules -- and in


·6· ·this case, the historic district


·7· ·protection -- with the hope that the


·8· ·economic impact will trickle down to


·9· ·where it is needed most.


10· · · · The benefits never trickle down.


11· ·And we lose valuable assets that include


12· ·both our people and our collective


13· ·history that live in the buildings.


14· · · · Thank you.


15· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.


16· · · · Again, Mr. Suder, any questions for


17· ·Ms. Rivers?


18· · · · MR. SUDER:· No, Mr. Chairman.· Thank


19· ·you.


20· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Ryan, would you like


21· ·to cross examine?


22· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, I have no


23· ·questions.


24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· I'd like to circle


25· ·back -- or I'm sorry, Mr. Suder.
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·1· · · · Those were the people that you said


·2· ·you intended to have testify, correct?


·3· · · · MR. SUDER:· That is correct,


·4· ·Mr. Chairman.


·5· · · · THE COURT:· Ms. Ryan, you mentioned


·6· ·that Mr. Ramineni was present.


·7· · · · Would you like to have him speak?


·8· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, he is here for


·9· ·cross-examination, and I may have some


10· ·redirect, but we have no preliminary


11· ·testimonies.


12· · · · MR. VOSS:· I'm sorry.· Say that


13· ·again.


14· · · · MS. RYAN:· He is available for


15· ·cross-examination by Mr. Suder.· I may


16· ·have some redirect, but we have no


17· ·preliminary testimony.


18· · · · MR. VOSS:· Is Mr. Ramineni the


19· ·owner?


20· · · · MR. RAMINENI:· Yeah.· I'm Brahma


21· ·Ramineni.


22· · · · MR. VOSS:· I understand Mr. Suder


23· ·had some questions.· First, we need to


24· ·know -- we'll get Mr. Ramineni sworn in.


25· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)
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·1· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Mr. Suder,


·2· · · · ·you mentioned you wanted to cross-examine


·3· · · · ·the owner?


·4· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Yes.· Thank you,


·5· · · · ·Mr. Chairman.


·6· · · · · · · I'm getting bit of a reverb there.


·7· · · · ·Is that --


·8· · · · · · · MR. STURKEY:· I think it's the audio


·9· · · · ·in Ms. Ryan's office there.· I'm not sure


10· · · · ·there is anything we can do on that


11· · · · ·front.


12· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Okay.· That's better.


13· · · · · · · · ·CROSS-EXAMINATION


14· ·BY MR. SUDER:


15· · · · ·Q.· ·All right.· Mr. Ramineni, good


16· ·afternoon.· My name is Sean Suder.· I'm the


17· ·attorney for Margy Waller, Danny Klingler, and


18· ·the Over-the-Rhine Community Housing, and I'm


19· ·here just to ask you some questions as the


20· ·owner of the property.


21· · · · · · · You are the owner of this subject


22· ·property; is that correct?


23· · · · ·A.· ·It is owned by our corporation


24· ·Downtown Property Management, Inc.· I'm one of


25· ·the shareholders.
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·1· · · · ·Q.· ·Very good.· Thank you.


·2· · · · · · · And you purchased the property in


·3· ·1997; is that correct?· Or your entity


·4· ·purchased the property in 1997; is that right?


·5· · · · ·A.· ·That is correct, yes.


·6· · · · ·Q.· ·And what is the building currently


·7· ·being used for?


·8· · · · ·A.· ·It's barely used.· We have an office


·9· ·there.· We're maintaining the office just to


10· ·keep it maintained, keep the building


11· ·maintained, but it is in a substantially bad


12· ·shape, the building is.


13· · · · ·Q.· ·How long have you been operating an


14· ·office in that property?


15· · · · ·A.· ·I believe we opened our office there


16· ·in 2001.


17· · · · ·Q.· ·And have you made any alterations to


18· ·the building inside or outside during that time


19· ·period?


20· · · · ·A.· ·We -- actually, with the stadium


21· ·opening up, we had to do some outside work,


22· ·painting work outside.· Other than that,


23· ·nothing substantial.


24· · · · ·Q.· ·But you stated that the building is


25· ·in disrepair; is that correct?
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·1· · · · ·A.· ·It is in disrepair, yes, sir.


·2· · · · ·Q.· ·And was it in disrepair when you


·3· ·purchased it in 1997?


·4· · · · ·A.· ·No.· We had tenants living in there.


·5· ·We were renting it, commericial space.· We had


·6· ·a lithograph company, a construction company,


·7· ·and an attorney's office was there when we


·8· ·bought it.


·9· · · · · · · But over the course of time, the


10· ·building has been substantially needing work.


11· ·And as the people moved out, it's very hard to


12· ·rent it now.


13· · · · ·Q.· ·And when you purchased the property,


14· ·were you familiar or aware that the property is


15· ·located in the Over-the-Rhine Historic


16· ·District?


17· · · · ·A.· ·Yes.


18· · · · ·Q.· ·So can you tell us why you didn't


19· ·make any of the necessary repairs to the


20· ·building over the last 30 years?


21· · · · ·A.· ·The way the building is structured,


22· ·it's not about getting the repairs.· We don't


23· ·mind -- we do sell buildings.· That is what we


24· ·do, our speciality is.· We haven't gone to a


25· ·single building in Over-the-Rhine over a course
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·1· ·of period -- check out our track record.· We've


·2· ·owned and operated all three thousand units in


·3· ·Over-the-Rhine, always maintained them.


·4· · · · · · · We would like to maintain a building


·5· ·and develop it, that's our goal.· It's the best


·6· ·thing that would show the community.· And this


·7· ·particular building, the way it's constructed,


·8· ·it's not a viable building.· There's nothing


·9· ·you can do it.· It has steep staircases.· One


10· ·going up.· One going to the back.· There's no


11· ·elevator in it and you can't put an elevator in


12· ·wood joist building that's crumbling.· This


13· ·building cannot be salvaged.· It's beyond


14· ·repair.


15· · · · ·Q.· ·So you chose not to invest in the


16· ·building; is that what you're saying?


17· · · · ·A.· ·That's what we're planning on doing


18· ·now, but that building there is not viable for


19· ·repair.· That's what I'm saying.


20· · · · ·Q.· ·So you purchased the building in


21· ·1997.· It's 2021.· You've been operating since


22· ·2001, I think; is that right?


23· · · · ·A.· ·We have an office there, yes, since


24· ·2001.


25· · · · ·Q.· ·And you've chosen not to make any
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·1· ·significant or substantial improvements to the


·2· ·building.· You've let it deteriorate; is that


·3· ·correct?


·4· · · · ·A.· ·I'm not saying we're letting it


·5· ·deteriorate.· That's not my argument there.


·6· ·The argument is the building, the way it sits,


·7· ·there's no way you can do some repairs in it


·8· ·and make it code compliant.· You'd have to have


·9· ·handicap access.· You'd have to have an


10· ·elevator in it in order for it to maintain.


11· ·You cannot do it on this building.· This is


12· ·what we do for a living.· This building is


13· ·beyond repair, based on the code compliant.


14· · · · ·Q.· ·But you've been using the building


15· ·since 2001, correct?


16· · · · ·A.· ·We maintain an office just to


17· ·maintain an office, just to have an office.


18· · · · ·Q.· ·And you said you made improvements


19· ·to the exterior because the stadium was located


20· ·across the street.· Can you tell us why you did


21· ·that?


22· · · · ·A.· ·Just to keep the building a little


23· ·bit cleaner from the outside look.


24· · · · ·Q.· ·And what was it that -- why did the


25· ·stadium trigger that investment?


Page 72
·1· · · · ·A.· ·What was that?


·2· · · · ·Q.· ·I said, why did the stadium trigger


·3· ·that investment by you in the exterior of the


·4· ·building?


·5· · · · ·A.· ·I will say, number one, being a good


·6· ·partner, support the neighborhood.· It was


·7· ·requested by some of the neighborhood neighbors


·8· ·that if we could paint the building outside, it


·9· ·would be more appropriate for the neighborhood


10· ·and we did that.· That was a year and a half


11· ·ago when we painted.


12· · · · ·Q.· ·So just to recap, you've been using


13· ·the building since 2001.· When you purchased it


14· ·in 1997, the building was not in disrepair.


15· ·But in 2021, it is beyond repair?


16· · · · ·A.· ·I did not say it was not in


17· ·disrepair.· It was in a bad shape in the year


18· ·when we purchased the building.· The whole


19· ·first floor was vacant when we purchased the


20· ·building.


21· · · · · · · And over the course of time, people


22· ·moved out and it's -- we opened an office just


23· ·to maintain the building, just to have an


24· ·office in the building because we don't want to


25· ·have a vacant building and be paying a premium
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·1· ·fee to the City of Cincinnati just to have a


·2· ·vacant building.· We're not against repairing


·3· ·it or developing it, but this particular


·4· ·building is not a repairable building; that I


·5· ·know.· I have been doing this too long.


·6· · · · · · · We actually -- there was a house


·7· ·next door that was condemned.· The City wanted


·8· ·it torn down.· We actually repaired that house.


·9· ·Margy Waller knows.· She used to rent from us


10· ·three years ago.· The house was supposed to be


11· ·torn down by the City of Cincinnati.· We paid,


12· ·we got the permits, we repaired the house.· So


13· ·I'm all for repairing buildings and keeping


14· ·them up to date.


15· · · · ·Q.· ·Let me just understand.· When you


16· ·say, repairing the building, are you referring


17· ·to a change in the use of a building to another


18· ·use that would trigger a building code


19· ·compliance?


20· · · · ·A.· ·Whatever it takes, we're there to do


21· ·that.· But this particular building has no fit.


22· ·If it wouldn't fit an office.· I mean, we do


23· ·have people that wanted to use that as a garage


24· ·or a car repair shop.· There used to be a car


25· ·repair shop across the street.· He wanted to
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·1· ·buy this building and use it.· But that's


·2· ·neither here nor there.· Maybe for a car


·3· ·repair, you don't need to fix it for code


·4· ·compliant and all that.· But for the best use


·5· ·of this building, it's not viable.


·6· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· That's all I have, Mr.


·7· · · · ·Ramineni.


·8· · · · · · · MR. RAMINENI:· Thank you.


·9· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Any response,


10· · · · ·Ms. Ryan?· Any other questions for


11· · · · ·Mr. Ramineni?


12· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Yes.· I have a couple of


13· · · · ·redirect questions.


14· · · · · · · · REDIRECT EXAMINATION


15· ·BY MS. RYAN:


16· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Ramineni, so am I to assume


17· ·you've maintained the building?


18· · · · ·A.· ·We've been doing maintenance.


19· · · · ·Q.· ·And can you explain, again, a little


20· ·bit about the improvements that you would have


21· ·to make to invest in the building?


22· · · · ·A.· ·It needs to be torn down and rebuild


23· ·back up.· You cannot repair this.· The way this


24· ·is building set up, it's beyond repair.· It


25· ·comes from the base -- the foundation.· If the
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·1· ·foundation is bad, there's nothing you can do.


·2· · · · ·Q.· ·And have you ever had any code


·3· ·violations on this building?


·4· · · · ·A.· ·No.


·5· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· That's all I have.


·6· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Unless either


·7· · · · ·Ms. Ryan or Mr. Suder have anything else?


·8· · · · ·We've heard their arguments, I would like


·9· · · · ·to go through -- we have a number of


10· · · · ·other people signed up.· I would like to


11· · · · ·give each two minutes to share their


12· · · · ·thoughts.· And I will give Ms. Ryan and


13· · · · ·Mr. Suder an opportunity to question


14· · · · ·them, should they wish to.


15· · · · · · · All right.· We'll start with Brian


16· · · · ·Ragusa.


17· · · · · · · MS. RAGUSA:· Holly Brians Ragusa.


18· · · · ·Thank you, Chairman Voss.


19· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.


20· · · · · · · MS. RAGUSA:· That's all right.· And


21· · · · ·thank you to the Historic --


22· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Have you been sworn in?


23· · · · · · · MS. RAGUSA:· I've not actually.


24· · · · ·Thank you.


25· · · · · · · (Witness duly sworn.)
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Please go


·2· ·ahead.


·3· · · · MS. RAGUSA:· Okay.· Thank you.· My


·4· ·name is Holly Brians Ragusa, a close


·5· ·neighbor to this current situation with a


·6· ·line of sight and sound and a quality of


·7· ·life concern for the activity that might


·8· ·shine and sound into my mother and


·9· ·daughter's room that face Elm.


10· · · · I'm at 1414 Elm Street, essentially


11· ·across from Magnolia.· I'm also on the


12· ·executive board for the Friends of Music


13· ·Hall, another preservation board in


14· ·Over-the-Rhine.


15· · · · So I've lived in my home for just


16· ·over three years.· I've spent the last


17· ·five years securing, designing, learning,


18· ·redesigning, relearning, building, and


19· ·actively restoring our home.· We have a


20· ·unique home.· One that hadn't been lived


21· ·in for decades, in great disrepair, and


22· ·turned down by many builders.· And by


23· ·many standards, was not a contributing


24· ·building.


25· · · · It was an enormous undertaking and
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·1· ·economic hardship, made little sense


·2· ·financially, but my husband and I wanted


·3· ·to invest in a historic district, to be


·4· ·part of what makes and keeps OTR special.


·5· · · · I have history here.· My father was


·6· ·born across the street at 1431 Elm.· My


·7· ·great grandparents, Jenny and Almer Brown


·8· ·owned a candy store where Anchor and now


·9· ·Losanti is.· My family knew the canal.


10· ·They knew those buildings.· They walked


11· ·these streets.· I came to this area drawn


12· ·by its history, my history, and that of


13· ·every person before and after.


14· · · · This home project wasn't easy.· It


15· ·cost far more than anticipated, took a


16· ·tremendous amount of care, energy, and


17· ·consideration.· In fact, the scaffolding


18· ·only came down less than two weeks ago,


19· ·even though we've been here three years,


20· ·by restoring this facade back to its


21· ·historical state.· One that few could


22· ·imagine would be restored.


23· · · · And yet, the task set before me was


24· ·a responsibility we accepted when I came


25· ·before this very board four years ago
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·1· ·seeking a Certificate of Appropriateness.


·2· ·It wasn't a home run.· I asked to table


·3· ·the vote and then engaged my neighbors.


·4· ·I heard concerns, and those of Beth


·5· ·Johnson.· I paid for further redesign,


·6· ·learned the stories and the passion for


·7· ·preservation here.


·8· · · · I watched this building in question


·9· ·be painted and spruced up in its


10· ·entirety, four sides of a brick building,


11· ·two stories, which is an enormous


12· ·financial investment, when FC went in,


13· ·just like a lot of other buildings who


14· ·hoped to increase their value.· I can't


15· ·imagine the state disrepair that they


16· ·would invest that amount of money on it.


17· · · · In the end, it's been painfully


18· ·clear we've been asked to do more than


19· ·most developers are.· We've been willing


20· ·to comply and invest, largely because we


21· ·believe this Board had the power to act


22· ·with preservation in mind.· We respect


23· ·and adhere to that.


24· · · · More importantly, we believed the


25· ·area would be protected from interests
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·1· ·where money or loopholes could be used to


·2· ·get around the intention and importance


·3· ·of historic conservation, often flying in


·4· ·the face of historic or neighbor


·5· ·concerns, and in many cases when


·6· ·conservation has not been demanded or


·7· ·expected.


·8· · · · This canal building -- this


·9· ·irreplaceable mark on our City's history,


10· ·and its now seemingly foregone demise,


11· ·has sadly become a retirement plan.· And


12· ·the recommendation is to proceed with


13· ·demolition on a building that cannot be


14· ·replaced and has the integrity to be


15· ·restored.


16· · · · I'm mindful of the very name of this


17· ·Board, for which you the honorable


18· ·members and chairs serve, the Historic


19· ·Conservation Board.· It's my hope that


20· ·preservation remains above development,


21· ·to save what would otherwise be lost, to


22· ·demand that developers honor the


23· ·privilege of preservation; that which is


24· ·demanded from people like me, residents.


25· · · · Please deny this request for
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·1· ·demolition.· Thank you.


·2· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· I'm going to


·3· ·move through, but if either Ms. Ryan or


·4· ·Mr. Suder would like to question the


·5· ·witness, please let me know.


·6· · · · John Walter.· Is Mr. Walter on the


·7· ·line?


·8· · · · MR. STURKEY:· I believe John Walter


·9· ·is present.· Mr. Walter, would you like


10· ·to testify?


11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Unmute.


12· · · · MR. STURKEY:· And we'll need you to


13· ·unmute, Mr. Walter.· I think he is having


14· ·technical difficulties, maybe come back.


15· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· So I'll come


16· ·back around.


17· · · · Jeffrey Quint?


18· · · · All right.· Brandon Elliot?· As


19· ·it -- are we just not picking people up


20· ·or --


21· · · · MR. STURKEY:· It looks like


22· ·Mr. Walter is with us now.· I think the


23· ·other two individuals just named have


24· ·dropped off.


25· · · · MS. MAYNES:· Brandon Elliot did not
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·1· ·didn't check in.· He didn't check in.


·2· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· Mr. Walter.· Would


·3· ·you like to proceed?


·4· · · · MR. WALTER:· Yes, sir.


·5· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)


·6· · · · MR. WALTER:· Can I proceed?


·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Please.


·8· · · · MR. WALTER:· I'm John Walter, a


·9· ·resident and small business owner in the


10· ·Klotter Conroy neighborhood of


11· ·Over-the-Rhine.· I'm a trustee in the


12· ·Over-the-Rhine Community Council and


13· ·today, I'll only speak my own personal


14· ·thoughts.· As someone who's been -- has


15· ·called Over-the-Rhine home since 1984,


16· ·these are the most optimistic days the


17· ·urban core has ever seen.


18· · · · The opening of the FC Stadium,


19· ·coupled with the opening of The Pitch and


20· ·this proposed hotel would bring to life a


21· ·large part of Central Parkway, the


22· ·commercial corridor that's been dormant


23· ·for many years.


24· · · · Hotel patrons bring a


25· ·seven-day-per-week sustainable customer
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·1· ·base that OTR small businesses need to


·2· ·prosper.· I'm an avid walker covering the


·3· ·length and breadth of OTR daily.· My


·4· ·observation is most OTR businesses have a


·5· ·reliable customer base Friday through


·6· ·Sunday, assuming the weather is good,


·7· ·however struggle to attract a customer


·8· ·base Monday through Thursdays.· Many


·9· ·restaurants are closed Mondays through


10· ·Wednesday or Thursday because of this.


11· · · · A medium-sized hotel in


12· ·Over-the-Rhine will provide the


13· ·seven-day-per-week customer base that


14· ·small business need and the stadiums.


15· ·The existing buildings south of The Pitch


16· ·leave a very blighted perception of


17· ·Over-the-Rhine to the 25,000 soccer fans,


18· ·many from out of town, many making --


19· ·kind of getting an impression of


20· ·Cincinnati for the first time.


21· · · · This proposed hotel would be a


22· ·statement to many, both from Cincinnati


23· ·and outside of Cincinnati, that


24· ·Cincinnati is on the rise, not on the


25· ·decline.· And it's a tremendous taxpayer


Page 83
·1· ·investment in the FC Stadium, and in


·2· ·Over-the-Rhine, Washington Park, the


·3· ·street car, and everything else that


·4· ·taxpayers have paid for in Over-the-Rhine


·5· ·with the specific intent of attracting


·6· ·private investment.


·7· · · · This is the private investment that


·8· ·Cincinnati has been dying for.· Outside


·9· ·of Cincinnati money coming in doing great


10· ·things.· A small number of the same


11· ·individuals have opposed most large


12· ·market-laid projects in Over-the-Rhine,


13· ·including even the FC Stadium.· Please


14· ·consider approval of this hotel project


15· ·to keep Over-the-Rhine and Cincinnati


16· ·headed on a sustainable economic path for


17· ·the future generations, including my


18· ·daughter who's 20 years old up at UC and


19· ·she loves Over-the-Rhine.· And I would


20· ·like her to, you know, have a reason to


21· ·stay in Cincinnati.


22· · · · So thank you very much.


23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.


24· · · · Again, Jeffrey Quint?


25· · · · All right.· Moving on. Paul Muller.
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·1· · · · MR. MULLER:· Thank you.· I have not


·2· ·been sworn in.


·3· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)


·4· · · · MR. MULLER:· Thank you.


·5· · · · First of all, I'm Paul Muller, the


·6· ·executive director of the Cincinnati


·7· ·Preservation Association.· We really


·8· ·appreciate the service of the Board in


·9· ·implementing our historic conservation


10· ·ordinances.· Those were put in place to


11· ·protect the historic resources of


12· ·Cincinnati.


13· · · · And as we experience development,


14· ·there is more and more pressure on the


15· ·simpler, less dramatic buildings.  I


16· ·think it's really important that you


17· ·consider the rarity of pre-Civil War


18· ·buildings and you consider the richness


19· ·of their connection to important parts of


20· ·our history, such as the role the canal


21· ·played in the development.


22· · · · I appreciate that this project is


23· ·keeping two of the contributing


24· ·buildings, but I really think it needs to


25· ·relook at the 1416 Central.· I also think
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·1· ·the height on Magnolia is a really valid


·2· ·concern.· If you look at the size of the


·3· ·buildings in that area, this building is


·4· ·clearly more than one-story out of scale


·5· ·with that.· And that's a very strong


·6· ·recommendation -- or perhaps even more


·7· ·than a recommendation in the guidelines.


·8· · · · And I think you would be doing a


·9· ·disservice to the ordinance and the


10· ·community to allow that scale or


11· ·construction on Magnolia.


12· · · · Thank you very much.


13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.


14· · · · Kevin Hassey.


15· · · · MR. HASSEY:· I am Kevin Hassey --


16· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Hold on, Mr. Chair.


17· · · · I believe Kathy Ryan may have had


18· ·some questions.


19· · · · MS. RYAN:· I apologize. I have no


20· ·questions.


21· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)


22· · · · MR. HASSEY:· I am Kevin Hassey.  I


23· ·live in 217 -- okay.· I live at 217 West


24· ·15th.· I abut the Whetsel Alley.


25· · · · As I look at this project, and to a
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·1· ·point raised earlier, I'm not somebody


·2· ·who objects to any projects.· I don't


·3· ·think I've objected to any projects in


·4· ·Over-the-Rhine.


·5· · · · I think of the Central Park side of


·6· ·things as a higher density corridor, and


·7· ·one that should be a higher density


·8· ·corridor.· This in line with what Danny


·9· ·said.· But as you move down the


10· ·residential streets, the higher density


11· ·does not appear appropriate.· I've been


12· ·told that contributing buildings are the


13· ·most relevant data points.


14· · · · And as you move down the side


15· ·streets of Whetsel Alley and Magnolia and


16· ·say what contributing buildings


17· ·immediately abut to the south, north, and


18· ·east, there are eight contributing


19· ·buildings, seven of which are two


20· ·stories.


21· · · · So I don't understand why we would


22· ·have -- allow a four-story next to seven


23· ·of eight contributing two-story


24· ·buildings.· I have raised this with the


25· ·developer and asked if we could have a
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·1· ·session to just think about where that


·2· ·density -- there's only seven units in


·3· ·question of the 90 that form the fourth


·4· ·floor on the residential side of


·5· ·things -- on residential streets.· And


·6· ·I've asked if we could just have a


·7· ·session on that topic to think about -- a


·8· ·brainstorming session to think about


·9· ·where else those seven of 90 units could


10· ·go.· That has not been allowed or it's


11· ·been a session that is not desired by the


12· ·developer.· And he just moved ahead with


13· ·the seven units on the 4th floor where


14· ·there are seven contributing two-story


15· ·buildings.


16· · · · For all of those reasons, I ask you


17· ·to not allow those seven units, hotel


18· ·units that collectively make the 4th


19· ·floor, to strike them from this project.


20· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.


21· · · · Also, Roseann Hassey was listed.


22· · · · MS. HASSEY:· Hello.· I'm here.


23· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)


24· · · · MS. HASSEY:· I'm married to Kevin,


25· ·who just spoke.· And I'm also a resident
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·1· ·of West 15th.· I just want to start by


·2· ·saying that I feel like we've had a


·3· ·conversation that assumes that there's an


·4· ·all or nothing, and actually I think it's


·5· ·an and.· And I think it needs to be


·6· ·clearly considered.· I personally


·7· ·support, like many people on this call,


·8· ·building on Central Parkway.


·9· · · · I think it's actually an exciting


10· ·time in our City's history, as we think


11· ·about connecting Music Hall to FCC, up to


12· ·Findlay and beyond, to get into John


13· ·Walters' space.


14· · · · I also think the renderings, as


15· ·we've seen them, are very attractive.  I


16· ·know that's an individual point of view


17· ·and others disagree.· But I think it's a


18· ·well-designed and beautiful building.


19· · · · And I also want to just commend the


20· ·architectural folks and Ohm in engaging


21· ·in an initial conversation with that.  I


22· ·want to be clear that I also double down


23· ·on what Danny said, that we had one


24· ·conversation with no back and forth.· And


25· ·so to call it a relationship or a
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·1· ·partnership would be overstating.


·2· · · · On the other hand, they had the


·3· ·respect to show us the initial plan and


·4· ·for us to be stunned and overwhelmed.


·5· ·Within that, there's some things I think


·6· ·are important to think about.


·7· · · · The first thing that I think is


·8· ·important to think about is that this is


·9· ·the first in many decisions that the


10· ·Historic Conservation Board is going to


11· ·make on how to integrate Central Parkway


12· ·into the existing, long-standing


13· ·neighborhoods of OTR that have humans in


14· ·that.· Humans, families, adults,


15· ·multi-generations that are all shared.


16· · · · This is a neighborhood.· And it's


17· ·important to really seriously consider


18· ·the density of Central Parkway with the


19· ·human dynamic of a neighborhood abutting


20· ·it, especially between Magnolia and, you


21· ·know, up towards Liberty.


22· · · · And I just urge you to think about


23· ·it holistically and constructively


24· ·because it's in your hands.· And it's a


25· ·historic neighborhood and it's your
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·1· ·place.· So that's my first thought.


·2· · · · My second thought is who is


·3· ·occupying this space.· So of course --


·4· ·and I want to be clear, I don't


·5· ·necessarily object to a hotel in this


·6· ·space, I do object to the scale of it.


·7· · · · What would be in this space is a


·8· ·transient population.· It will be people


·9· ·that pop in and pop out, that support


10· ·industry and business.· I'm a business


11· ·person, I support that.· However, I don't


12· ·support a transient population on top of


13· ·my building.· I find it terribly


14· ·disturbing that I would be out in my


15· ·space and people I don't know every day


16· ·will change and have access.


17· · · · Specifically, I'm referencing


18· ·Whetsel Alley and what was originally


19· ·proposed as porches and now is I think


20· ·they call them French doors.· We actually


21· ·have a child that lives in Madrid.· I'm


22· ·very familiar with the structure that is


23· ·being proposed.· It, actually, is a


24· ·porch.· It's proposed on streets that are


25· ·wide for people to view what's going on
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·1· ·below and across the streets with their


·2· ·neighbors.


·3· · · · These will not be our neighbors.


·4· ·These will be transient people staring


·5· ·into our homes, opening up into our


·6· ·space, and I strongly object.


·7· · · · And so when this group says that


·8· ·they addressed our issue of porches, I


·9· ·disagree.· They've allowed for people to


10· ·continue to come into our space across an


11· ·alley.


12· · · · The final thing that I think about,


13· ·and you've heard extensively about, is


14· ·height.· This is a neighborhood.· As


15· ·Danny said, Kevin reinforced, and you've


16· ·heard time and time again, four stories


17· ·on Central Parkway may not be problem,


18· ·but it is when you back into a


19· ·residential neighborhood, especially a


20· ·miniature neighborhood of historic


21· ·proportions like Magnolia.


22· · · · It is a little delightful slice of


23· ·our City and it will be overwhelmed by


24· ·four floors of significant development.


25· ·We will be overwhelmed on the West 15th
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·1· ·side, but they will be extraordinary


·2· ·overwhelmed.


·3· · · · And so within this, I want to say --


·4· ·somebody summarized this really well for


·5· ·me in this or-or-and space.· I feel like


·6· ·a hotel is a reasonable consideration and


·7· ·I feel like we're taking a ten-pound bag


·8· ·of potatoes and shoving it in a six-pound


·9· ·bag.


10· · · · And so the scale and impact of this


11· ·development is not in respect of the


12· ·historic and existing humans who live to


13· ·the east of Central Parkway.· It's


14· ·absolutely fine on Central Parkway, but I


15· ·just urge you to think thoughtfully about


16· ·how we're going to join Music Hall with


17· ·FCC and up to Findlay Market in a


18· ·respectful and historically conservation


19· ·manner as you think through what to do in


20· ·the space.


21· · · · Thank you.


22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Michelle


23· ·Avery-Keely.


24· · · · MS. AVERY-KEELY:· Yes.


25· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)


Page 93
·1· · · · MS. AVERY-KEELY:· 1416 Central


·2· ·Parkway is a pre-Civil War industrial


·3· ·building that started with the canal.


·4· ·It's an important part of the history of


·5· ·Over-the-Rhine and the canal and I'm


·6· ·opposed to its demolition.· The economic


·7· ·hardship case to demolish it has not been


·8· ·proven.


·9· · · · The contractor's estimates for


10· ·stabilization included a new automatic


11· ·fire sprinkler system throughout that


12· ·would not likely be needed if the


13· ·building were to be renovated as a


14· ·continuation of the current occupancy


15· ·type.· Sprinkler system is a big-ticket


16· ·item.


17· · · · The economic analyses all use this


18· ·inflated cost making it much more


19· ·difficult to show economic viability.


20· ·And if an existing use were continued,


21· ·there'd be fewer changes to the building.


22· ·No effort has been made to find a buyer


23· ·that would want the building for a use


24· ·that is more compatible with the existing


25· ·structure.
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·1· · · · The owners have owned building for


·2· ·over 24 years and have not maintained or


·3· ·repaired the building.· A statement on


·4· ·the staff report claim that changes made


·5· ·over the years are irreversible, but this


·6· ·has not been substantiated.


·7· · · · It seems possible that the brick


·8· ·arches that formed the original openings


·9· ·are intact behind the stucco and may


10· ·still be usable.· More investigation on


11· ·the building is needed.


12· · · · The proposed buildings are out of


13· ·context and out of scale.· The building


14· ·is too large and too tall.· Four-story


15· ·areas are out of character.· They are


16· ·two-stories taller than the adjacent


17· ·buildings.· Four stories clad in


18· ·ultra-modern, ribbon windows which


19· ·detract from the character of the


20· ·historic district.


21· · · · The three-story bridge over Whetsel


22· ·Alley connecting the proposed buildings


23· ·is out of character for the historic


24· ·building and is also clad in ribbon


25· ·windows.· This amounts to the
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·1· ·privatization of a public roadway and


·2· ·should not be allowed.


·3· · · · In my opinion, the overall


·4· ·expression of the building is not


·5· ·compatible with the historic context.


·6· ·Three-story tall columns with a modern


·7· ·style frame, with a vertical expression


·8· ·of base that is too strong and


·9· ·monumental.· The base of the building is


10· ·not expressed.


11· · · · The variances requested for eating


12· ·and drinking areas should be denied.


13· ·They are located about 150 feet from a


14· ·residential district and also directly


15· ·adjacent to residential areas behind on


16· ·both 15th Street and Magnolia Street.


17· · · · The peace and quiet of all the


18· ·neighboring residents should be


19· ·protected.· Outdoor entertainment should


20· ·be minimized and certainly not allowed up


21· ·to 2:00 p.m.


22· · · · The size of the outdoor eating and


23· ·dining areas are too large and would be


24· ·loud even without entertainment.


25· · · · The staff report states that the
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·1· ·total area of the roof deck and courtyard


·2· ·is 2,600 square feet.· But this can't be


·3· ·right because just the third-floor roof


·4· ·deck along 15th Street by itself appears


·5· ·to be about 2,000 square feet, adding the


·6· ·courtyard of roughly the same size, plus


·7· ·the fourth-floor deck areas off the


·8· ·catering rooms bring the total figure to


·9· ·well above the stated 2,600 feet.· So


10· ·what is percentage of the variance that


11· ·will be required?· It's difficult to


12· ·tell.· The drawings have no visual scale,


13· ·show very few dimensions with many floor


14· ·plans being marked not to scale and the


15· ·use several large spaces are not


16· ·identified.· For all these reasons, I


17· ·urge the Board to deny the COAs and the


18· ·variance request.· Thank you.


19· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.


20· · · · Jennifer LeMasters Wirtz?


21· · · · MS. LEMASTERS-WIRTZ:· Good


22· ·afternoon.· Thank you.


23· · · · (Witness duly sworn.)


24· · · · MS. LEMASTERS-WIRTZ:· Thank you.  I


25· ·apologize in advance if my video might
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·1· ·cut out.· I have limited connection here.


·2· · · · But I am a resident and business


·3· ·owner of 20 years of the district.  I


·4· ·will also advise that I am married to one


·5· ·of the design team members at Luminaut.


·6· · · · Some may see that, really, as a


·7· ·biased, but as my husband would attest, I


·8· ·hold very strongly to values, despite,


·9· ·you know, any conflict that that may


10· ·cause.


11· · · · So I am not here to offer my opinion


12· ·on the demolition or the use of this site


13· ·or the project.· I really am here to


14· ·speak to the design of the new


15· ·construction only.· I have reviewed


16· ·almost every new construction infill


17· ·project in the district over the last


18· ·decade on a volunteer basis, and I'm here


19· ·to offer my support to this project, for


20· ·the thoughtful and creative and sensitive


21· ·design that is presented in this


22· ·architecture.


23· · · · And that's all I have.· Thank you.


24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Before I come


25· ·back to Ms. Ryan, Mr. Suder, that's
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·1· ·everybody I have that was checked in on


·2· ·my list.· Have I missed anyone?


·3· · · · All right.· I would like to give


·4· ·Mr. Suder an opportunity for rebuttal and


·5· ·closing, and then I'll do same for


·6· ·Ms. Ryan.


·7· · · · Mr. Suder?


·8· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Voss.


·9· · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, are we able to


10· ·provide rebuttal witnesses to the


11· ·testimony that was just presented?


12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yes.· All right.


13· ·Before -- let's start there.


14· · · · Mr. Suder, do you have any rebuttal


15· ·witnesses for what you've heard?


16· · · · MR. SUDER:· No, Mr. Chairman.· Thank


17· ·you.


18· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Ms. Ryan, do


19· ·you want to go with your rebuttal


20· ·witnesses at this point?


21· · · · MS. RYAN:· Sure.· I'd like to call


22· ·Matt Erdman back, if he's available.


23· · · · MR. VOSS:· Yeah.· He's been sworn.


24· ·Is that correct?


25· · · · MR. ERDMAN:· I have been sworn in.
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·1· · · · ·Give me one second, my battery is dying


·2· · · · ·here.· I'm trying to get it plugged in.


·3· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Got it.


·4· · · · · · · MR. ERDMAN:· Okay.· Okay.· I just


·5· · · · ·wanted to respond to several items and


·6· · · · ·just provide some context.


·7· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Mr. Erdman, if I could


·8· · · · ·provide redirect questions -- I'm sorry,


·9· · · · ·rebuttal questions.


10· · · · · · · MR. ERDMAN:· Sure.· Go ahead.


11· · · · · · · · REBUTTAL EXAMINATION


12· ·BY MS. RYAN:


13· · · · ·Q.· ·First, you heard from Mr. Klingler


14· ·and additional witnesses with respect to the


15· ·height.


16· · · · · · · Could you respond to that issue?


17· · · · ·A.· ·Sure.· Yeah.· The guidelines are


18· ·pretty clear that adjacent contributing


19· ·structures, that you can go one story above.


20· · · · · · · And so where there is gray area


21· ·around that, where there's multiple buildings


22· ·that are adjacent, we -- you know, we go to the


23· ·Urban Conservator and we get staff guidelines


24· ·or staff input, which we did.


25· · · · · · · As I mentioned in the beginning,
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·1· ·we've talked to staff five times through this


·2· ·process and the neighborhood four plus times.


·3· ·And so we feel strongly that four stories is


·4· ·within the guidelines, as the staff concurs in


·5· ·their report.


·6· · · · · · · With regard to height, I just want


·7· ·to clarify the height of adjacent buildings.


·8· ·So the adjacent Wooden Nickel building, which


·9· ·is -- within the guidelines would be considered


10· ·adjacent to the structure is 50 foot tall.· And


11· ·our proposed top of fourth story is


12· ·approximately 52 feet with some mechanical


13· ·units inset on that.· So we're within a few


14· ·feet of that adjacent structure.


15· · · · · · · 1420 is a contributing building that


16· ·is incorporated into our development.· It's


17· ·three stories.· And if you look on 15th at 222


18· ·15th, the top of that building, which is


19· ·directly across from our project, is 53 feet


20· ·which is exactly -- is within two or three feet


21· ·of our structure.· So we definitely are within


22· ·the range of the adjacent buildings.


23· · · · · · · I know that some of the neighbors


24· ·have testified about the fourth story.· It's


25· ·interesting that the Hassey's have a fourth
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·1· ·story.· Their building is actually 45 foot


·2· ·tall, and they're responding to the height of


·3· ·this four-story structure.


·4· · · · · · · So with regards to height, you know,


·5· ·four stories is permitted by the guidelines,


·6· ·which is one story within the -- above the


·7· ·adjacent structures and a staff has concurred


·8· ·on that.


·9· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, you heard a number of


10· ·witnesses discuss the level of community


11· ·engagement.· Could you respond to that point,


12· ·please?


13· · · · ·A.· ·Sure.· You know, we started early.


14· ·It's funny that Danny had mentioned that we


15· ·showed up with a full design.· That's actually


16· ·not true.· We showed up with our first version


17· ·of a massing model.· It had no windows.· It had


18· ·no articulation to find out and get feedback on


19· ·the scale.· We knew from the beginning -- from


20· ·that initial discussion that the neighbors


21· ·would be opposed to demolition, but we asked


22· ·that we go forward with the infill development


23· ·and get their feedback, which we did.


24· · · · · · · The Community Council has set out


25· ·their own process for reviews.· With this
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·1· ·Over-The-Rhine Community Council, they refer


·2· ·the first review of all new projects to go to


·3· ·their infill committee.· Their infill committee


·4· ·Jennifer LeMasters-Wirtz, Danny Klingler, and


·5· ·one other architect.


·6· · · · · · · So we engaged with that group early


·7· ·on in the design process, got feedback; engaged


·8· ·with staff and got feedback.· We took that


·9· ·feedback and developed a full-blown design,


10· ·which we have now.· And then started to engage


11· ·with the community on where to go from there.


12· · · · · · · What we found was the community


13· ·doesn't agree.· It doesn't speak with one


14· ·voice.· So where the Hasseys have asked us to


15· ·move the massing forward.· Other community


16· ·members, Ms. Waller, had objected the fourth


17· ·story all together.


18· · · · · · · Where some people in the community


19· ·wanted us to move the wing of the addition


20· ·towards Magnolia, others wanted us to move it


21· ·towards the alley.


22· · · · · · · With regard to the design, you heard


23· ·several people say, well, I don't feel like


24· ·this is consistent with the guidelines of the


25· ·neighborhood.· But we got strong support from
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·1· ·the infill committee, two of three members.


·2· ·And the design was compliant with the


·3· ·guidelines; that the tall orders that some


·4· ·people objected to, others felt strongly were


·5· ·for.


·6· · · · · · · So we were getting all of these


·7· ·conflicting feedback.· We tried our best to


·8· ·kind of consolidate that and move forward with


·9· ·what we thought was the best consensus version


10· ·of the design, while still being feasible for


11· ·what the owner wanted.


12· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, can you discuss a little


13· ·bit more about the timeline at which this


14· ·building fell into the historic preservation?


15· · · · ·A.· ·Yeah.· I do want to clarify that a


16· ·little bit.· You know, there's two issues of


17· ·timeline here.· One is around zoning.· And the


18· ·building is zoned for a hotel by right.· So I


19· ·know there's a lot of testimony today about


20· ·whether a hotel is appropriate or not


21· ·appropriate.· We're not asking for any


22· ·concessions on the zoned use.· The hotel is


23· ·permitted.


24· · · · · · · In fact, residential uses -- full


25· ·residential uses are not permitted.· So the
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·1· ·testimony today from Margy and Danny and the


·2· ·Hasseys, they live in existing nonconforming


·3· ·uses in the zone that they are in.· Now, they


·4· ·are grandfathered in because those uses


·5· ·preexisted the current zoning.· So that's one


·6· ·issue on zoning.


·7· · · · · · · The second issue is on the timeline


·8· ·of the designation.· So in 1997 when this owner


·9· ·bought this building, the historic districts


10· ·existed, but the current address that we're


11· ·talking about wasn't included in the district.


12· · · · · · · So it was 2014 that this particular


13· ·subject property was added to the historic


14· ·district through the submission of part one to


15· ·the state historic preservation office.· And


16· ·that documentation, I believe, is in the staff


17· ·packet, but it is available and public record.


18· ·It is in our summary.


19· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, did you hear the


20· ·testimony of Mr. Ramineni regarding the


21· ·structural condition?


22· · · · ·A.· ·Yeah.· So the structural


23· ·condition -- and I think there's some confusion


24· ·around maintenance and how the property got to


25· ·where it is.· And I can't really respond to the
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·1· ·economics of the maintenance required.


·2· · · · · · · There is economic testimony that's


·3· ·in the packet.· This building is shown --


·4· ·there's a P&L submitted, materials showing a


·5· ·$180,000 loss over the last three years.


·6· ·That's significant.· Others can speak to that.


·7· · · · · · · I can speak to the nature of the


·8· ·problems of the building.· So there is


·9· ·structural report available or a structural


10· ·engineer is on the line here.


11· · · · · · · I want to clarify that the standard


12· ·is not if it's possible to renovate this


13· ·building.· It is possible.· But the standard


14· ·is, is it economically possible?· So you have a


15· ·building that originally was brick.· You can


16· ·see in the submitted packet by staff what that


17· ·building looked like back in the day when it


18· ·was originally still at some point likely


19· ·outside of the period of significance, but


20· ·we're not sure.


21· · · · · · · There was this muted Spanish Revival


22· ·stucco renovation that was applied to the


23· ·building.· That specific design would not be


24· ·approved by the current guidelines.· So the


25· ·renovation that took place would not get
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·1· ·approved by this Board if we were proposing it


·2· ·today.· That's a significant point to think


·3· ·about.


·4· · · · · · · While that renovation was going on,


·5· ·they stuccoed the building.· And that stucco


·6· ·parging causes some problems over time with


·7· ·water infiltration.· You know, bricks were


·8· ·meant to breathe.· These bricks aren't able to


·9· ·breathe.· And there's been significant


10· ·deterioration of the structural integrity of


11· ·the brick.· Just by the nature of wicking and


12· ·capillary action on the brick.


13· · · · · · · So it's not an issue of maintaining


14· ·the building, it's that there was a significant


15· ·harmful renovation that happened to this


16· ·building at some point decades and decades ago,


17· ·prior to this owner, that has over time caused


18· ·structural integrity issues with the building.


19· · · · · · · And so the full summary or the full


20· ·report by a structural engineer is available in


21· ·the packet.· We don't need to go necessarily


22· ·into all that right now, but it is there.


23· ·There's issues with the foundation.· There's


24· ·issues with face brick separating from the


25· ·joists.· So we've got lateral failure.· We've
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·1· ·got some vertical failure in the basement that


·2· ·need to be addressed, that cannot be just


·3· ·maintained or covered over with drywall.


·4· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· That is all I have for


·5· · · · ·Mr. Erdman.· I'd like to call Mr. Patel


·6· · · · ·back.


·7· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Cross-examine of Mr.


·8· · · · ·Erdman?


·9· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Sure.


10· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Mr. Chairman?


11· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Yes, please.


12· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.


13· · · · · · ·REBUTTAL CROSS EXAMINATION


14· ·BY MR. SUDER:


15· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, you mentioned that there


16· ·are adjacent buildings.· I think one of them


17· ·was the antiques building with the Wooden


18· ·Nickel across the street.· But isn't there a


19· ·building directly adjacent to the proposed new


20· ·building on Magnolia, I believe it's 222


21· ·Magnolia -- or not 222 Magnolia.· I'm sorry --


22· ·it's 214 Magnolia.· Are you familiar with that


23· ·building?


24· · · · ·A.· ·Sure.· There are several buildings


25· ·adjacent to the property that we considered.
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·1· ·214 Magnolia, 1408 Central are existing


·2· ·buildings that are in -- as part of project


·3· ·1420, 1430 Central, 223 15th and 222 15th.


·4· · · · ·Q.· ·Did you consider 214 Magnolia?


·5· · · · ·A.· ·Sure did.


·6· · · · ·Q.· ·How many stories is 214 Magnolia?


·7· · · · ·A.· ·It's two.· And if you read


·8· ·guidelines, you're allowed one story above


·9· ·adjacent structures.· And as our feedback from


10· ·staff concluded, we could go four stories with


11· ·that.· Clearly within the guidelines.


12· · · · ·Q.· ·My understanding is that you just


13· ·testified that 214 Magnolia is two stories,


14· ·correct?


15· · · · ·A.· ·It is.· Maybe this is a question,


16· ·Sean, for the actual expert that's on the line,


17· ·which is the Urban Conservator.


18· · · · ·Q.· ·No.· I'm asking you --


19· · · · ·A.· ·And I'm telling you that we are in


20· ·compliance with the guidelines, that's one


21· ·story above adjacent structures.


22· · · · ·Q.· ·Is one story on top of two stories


23· ·four stories or three stories?


24· · · · ·A.· ·There are multiple adjacent


25· ·structures.
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·1· · · · ·Q.· ·I'm asking about 214 Magnolia.


·2· · · · ·A.· ·I've already answered that.· It's


·3· ·two stories.


·4· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Objection.· Asked and


·5· · · · ·answered.


·6· ·BY MR. SUDER:


·7· · · · ·Q.· ·All right.· So one additional story


·8· ·then for the Board would be three stories not


·9· ·four stories.· We're focused on Magnolia.


10· ·Okay.


11· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Asked and answered.· Move


12· · · · ·on.


13· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you.


14· ·BY MR. SUDER:


15· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Erdman, you testified about the


16· ·fourth-story setback building or someone


17· ·mentioned the fourth-story setback.· My


18· ·question is about the ribbon windows.· Are


19· ·those in your opinion in keeping with the


20· ·character of the Over-the-Rhine Historic


21· ·District?


22· · · · ·A.· ·They are.


23· · · · ·Q.· ·Ribbon windows are commonly used?


24· · · · ·A.· ·I wouldn't classify anything we have


25· ·as ribbon windows.· I'm not exactly sure which
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·1· ·windows you're talking about.


·2· · · · · · · Based on our feedback from both the


·3· ·infill committee and the Urban Conservator, we


·4· ·feel that this whole design is in compliance


·5· ·with the guidelines, yes.


·6· · · · ·Q.· ·But about those windows, they don't


·7· ·have any mullions --


·8· · · · ·A.· ·All parts of the design we feel are


·9· ·in compliance with the guidelines.


10· · · · ·Q.· ·It's your testimony that ribbon


11· ·windows are --


12· · · · ·A.· ·I just testified that we don't have


13· ·any ribbon windows, so I'm not sure what you're


14· ·talking about.


15· · · · · · · MR. STURKEY:· Mr. Erdman, I'm sorry


16· · · · ·to interrupt.· We do have a court


17· · · · ·reporter who is transcribing all of this


18· · · · ·testimony, so if you could wait until


19· · · · ·Mr. Suder has completed his question, I


20· · · · ·think that will help with the


21· · · · ·transcription.· Thank you.


22· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Chairman, I'd like to


23· · · · ·object to this line of questioning.


24· · · · ·Mr. Erdman responded on rebuttal to the


25· · · · ·height issue, but there was not any
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·1· · · · ·rebuttal testimony given about the design


·2· · · · ·of the window to which cross-examination


·3· · · · ·would be appropriate.


·4· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Agreed.


·5· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· That's fine.· I'll move


·6· · · · ·on from it.


·7· ·BY MR. SUDER:


·8· · · · ·Q.· ·You mentioned that it was -- the


·9· ·standard as to whether it's economically


10· ·possible to redevelop?


11· · · · ·A.· ·No.· I said it's not -- the standard


12· ·is not whether it is possible to structurally


13· ·renovate this building.· The standard is if


14· ·that renovation is economically feasible for


15· ·the owner.


16· · · · ·Q.· ·Okay.· And are you familiar with the


17· ·standard that requires economic hardship, and


18· ·the standards and the factors that go with


19· ·economic hardship?


20· · · · ·A.· ·I am.


21· · · · ·Q.· ·And is economic feasibility one of


22· ·those factors?· Are you aware of that?


23· · · · ·A.· ·Economic feasibility, yes.


24· · · · ·Q.· ·I guess, one question you mentioned


25· ·a little bit about what the damage was to the
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·1· ·building over time due to the stucco exterior,


·2· ·how that could possibly hurt the brick behind


·3· ·it.


·4· · · · · · · Could the property owner have taken


·5· ·action to preserve the structure of the


·6· ·building?


·7· · · · ·A.· ·Did you say could they have?


·8· · · · ·Q.· ·Yes.


·9· · · · ·A.· ·I'm not sure if they could have,


10· ·actually.· I think the appropriate remedy is to


11· ·peel all the stucco, and then we would be in


12· ·front of this Board talking about whether we


13· ·could do that or not.


14· · · · ·Q.· ·Is that one option for repairing the


15· ·building?


16· · · · ·A.· ·I mean, it is part of the evaluation


17· ·of the renovation of the building.


18· · · · ·Q.· ·And so when you said in 2014 that


19· ·this building became a contributing building in


20· ·the Over-the-Rhine Historic District?


21· · · · ·A.· ·That's right.


22· · · · ·Q.· ·So it is a contributing building in


23· ·the historic district?


24· · · · ·A.· ·Yes.


25· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· All right.· That's all I
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·1· · · · ·have.· Thank you.


·2· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Ms. Ryan, do


·3· · · · ·you have any other rebuttal witnesses?


·4· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· Yes.· I'd like as to call


·5· · · · ·Mr. Patel, please.


·6· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· You're still under


·7· · · · ·oath, Mr. Patel.


·8· · · · · · · Ms. Ryan, go ahead.


·9· · · · · · · · REBUTTAL EXAMINATION


10· ·BY MS. RYAN:


11· · · · ·Q.· ·Mr. Patel, could you speak to the


12· ·sprinkler issue that Ms. Waller commented on?


13· · · · ·A.· ·I believe it was --


14· · · · ·Q.· ·I'm sorry.


15· · · · ·A.· ·Avery --


16· · · · ·Q.· ·Ms. Avery-Keely.


17· · · · ·A.· ·Keely, yes.


18· · · · · · · Yes, I can.· When doing our


19· ·proforma, we created a break-even proforma,


20· ·which is a proforma that really encompasses if


21· ·one-third of the cost to repair the structure


22· ·was reduced -- if it was reduced down to


23· ·one-third of the actual cost, and whether the


24· ·project would still be viable.


25· · · · · · · And even if we reduced the
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·1· ·structural stability cost by -- and really


·2· ·reduced it down to just a third of what the


·3· ·actual cost would be, the project still doesn't


·4· ·pencil from the renovation standpoint to get it


·5· ·to a mix of office and retail, which is the


·6· ·highest and best use in terms of rents for this


·7· ·commercial building.


·8· · · · · · · So even if you take the sprinklers


·9· ·out of the equation, it's just a drop in the


10· ·bucket in terms of the cost that it would take


11· ·to salvage the building and actually make it


12· ·economically viable.


13· · · · · · · MS. RYAN:· I have no further


14· · · · ·questions, Mr. Patel.


15· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Suder?


16· · · · · · · MR. SUDER:· Nothing further.· Thank


17· · · · ·you, sir.


18· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.


19· · · · · · · MR. HASSEY:· Do I get to say


20· · · · ·anything given that Matt's invoked our


21· · · · ·name a number of times?


22· · · · · · · MR. VOSS:· No.· I appreciate the


23· · · · ·inquiry, but at this point I'd like to


24· · · · ·ask Ms. Ryan and Mr. Suder if they have


25· · · · ·other witnesses they would like to
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·1· ·present?


·2· · · · MS. RYAN:· I have none, Chairman.


·3· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.


·4· · · · MR. SUDER:· No, Mr. Chairman.


·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· Then I'd like to give


·6· ·Mr. Suder an opportunity for closing


·7· ·statement, then I'll give Ms. Ryan an


·8· ·opportunity for closing statement.


·9· · · · MR. SUDER:· Thank you, Mr. Voss and


10· ·members of the Historic Conservation


11· ·Board for your time this afternoon.  I


12· ·know this has been going on for a while,


13· ·so I appreciate your time and attention.


14· · · · The long and short of it is we have


15· ·to look at 1435-09-2, and that outlines


16· ·the standards for review in determining


17· ·whether there has been credible evidence


18· ·that the no demolition of contributing


19· ·buildings in Over-the-Rhine rule should


20· ·be overcome here, and is there's credible


21· ·evidence to overcome that rule.


22· · · · Well, the answer to that, I think,


23· ·lies in Mr. Ramineni's testimony.  I


24· ·mean, there are a lot of buildings in


25· ·Over-the-Rhine that are expensive to
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·1· ·maintain, expensive to repair, and maybe


·2· ·expensive to bring up to code.


·3· · · · But that has not stopped scores of


·4· ·buildings throughout Over-the-Rhine from


·5· ·being renovated and the historic fabric


·6· ·being preserved.· Look at what 3CDC is


·7· ·doing with tax credits.· Look at all the


·8· ·buildings that OTR Adopt has saved, and


·9· ·on and on.


10· · · · There are a number of small


11· ·developers, small owners who have done


12· ·incredible renovation to buildings in


13· ·Over-the-Rhine who have acted as stewards


14· ·of their buildings.


15· · · · And purchasing a building on Central


16· ·Parkway that's a pre-Civil War building


17· ·that was canal-related, shame on the


18· ·property owner for not preserving that.


19· · · · They used it for decades now, but


20· ·they've done nothing to preserve it,


21· ·clearly with the intention that when the


22· ·time was right, they could flip it to


23· ·somebody who would pay them a lot of


24· ·money for it and tear it down.· That's


25· ·the impression I get from the testimony.
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·1· · · · And the testimony is, frankly, that


·2· ·all of these issues, if there are any,


·3· ·were brought on by the property owners


·4· ·themselves.· And so that alone underlies


·5· ·the case here, and that alone makes it


·6· ·impossible for the Board to order the


·7· ·demolition of this building.


·8· · · · The testimony simply is not


·9· ·credible.· And you cannot say there's no


10· ·economically viable use of a building


11· ·that's being used, and being used by the


12· ·property owner for 24 years.· That's not


13· ·credible.


14· · · · It may not be desirable anymore, but


15· ·it's not credible testimony and it


16· ·doesn't need meet the guidelines.· It


17· ·doesn't meet the standards in 1435-09-2.


18· · · · Now, even if the Board disagrees


19· ·with that and says, you know what, we'll


20· ·let them tear it down and build something


21· ·new.· We don't believe that what they're


22· ·proposing to put back complies with the


23· ·guidelines either.


24· · · · There are things like suburban-style


25· ·ribbon windows that they approved for the
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·1· ·fourth floor, presumably because they


·2· ·don't think anybody can see it.· But


·3· ·that's not the case.· People can see the


·4· ·building from all adjacent buildings


·5· ·around it.· And what they are going to


·6· ·see is a modern window type -- well, call


·7· ·it what you want -- on the fourth floor.


·8· ·The height doesn't relate at all to


·9· ·Magnolia Street -- Magnolia Avenue where


10· ·my clients live.


11· · · · And so the adjacent building next


12· ·door, directly next door is two stories.


13· ·They can do up to three, but not four


14· ·because that's going to tower over them,


15· ·the two-story resident they're directly


16· ·adjacent to.


17· · · · The other building that they use as


18· ·a reference point is the antiques


19· ·building and that's across the street, so


20· ·you have that buffer of the street.· The


21· ·width of the street to buffer the


22· ·building from the adjacent building.


23· · · · It makes sense along Central


24· ·Parkway.· It does not make sense as you


25· ·move back towards Magnolia to go up to
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·1· ·four stories.


·2· · · · So there are a lot of issues


·3· ·relative to the infill, but I think the


·4· ·threshold issue is whether we should


·5· ·allow another contributing building in


·6· ·Over-the-Rhine, especially one of this


·7· ·significance to be demolished.· And the


·8· ·answer to that, from a preservation


·9· ·perspective, is no.· Thank you very much


10· ·for your time today.


11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· Ms. Ryan?


12· · · · MS. RYAN:· Thank you.


13· · · · And Mr. Suder has mentioned that the


14· ·standards before the Board today are


15· ·regarding the credible evidence with


16· ·respect to the demolition that this


17· ·building has an economic hardship under


18· ·1435-09-2-B.· These are a number of


19· ·factors, which as the code states, shall


20· ·be considered -- shall consider all the


21· ·following factors.


22· · · · And then it goes on to say that the


23· ·Conservation Board may consider any or


24· ·all of the following establishing


25· ·economic hardships.· This is the language
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·1· ·that provides the Board some leeway to


·2· ·provide which evidence to weigh more


·3· ·significantly than others with the sum of


·4· ·the circumstances here.


·5· · · · Before you you've heard a number of


·6· ·witnesses and we provided in the record a


·7· ·number of extensive documentations with


·8· ·respect to the structural condition of


·9· ·this property.


10· · · · This is a property that, as has been


11· ·testified to, there is an application on


12· ·the facade, that as you will find under


13· ·the Advantage Group Engineering report,


14· ·if you were to remove that area, the


15· ·parging, they require 50 percent brick


16· ·replacement and 100 percent tuck


17· ·pointing.


18· · · · There are issues with the building,


19· ·ones that have been established years


20· ·before anybody involved at this point was


21· ·around, that established there would be


22· ·severe economic hardship to even bring


23· ·this building to anything that would


24· ·remotely establish it as an appropriate


25· ·structure for this area in an
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·1· ·economically viable way.


·2· · · · Additionally, you've heard a lot of


·3· ·testimony from individuals about the idea


·4· ·that this is a commercial -- it's in a


·5· ·residential area to them.· Again, we


·6· ·object to any kind of testimony that


·7· ·characterizes this as a residential


·8· ·neighborhood.


·9· · · · We recognize there are residences


10· ·there.· They are a conditional use and


11· ·this is a commercial district.


12· · · · There was a lot of testimony that


13· ·you heard on the record that does not


14· ·speak to the standards whatsoever.· We


15· ·heard things about whether there was a


16· ·compromise, how much individuals felt


17· ·that the applicant was willing to go back


18· ·and forth.


19· · · · Again, that is not a standard before


20· ·the Board.· There is no measure of how


21· ·agreeable or what level of back and forth


22· ·occurred.


23· · · · The point is that they did engage


24· ·with the community.· They reviewed the


25· ·code regulations and the district
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·1· ·standards and presented significant


·2· ·evidence from a number of qualified


·3· ·professionals to show you at the end of


·4· ·day that the Certificates of


·5· ·Appropriateness for both the demolition


·6· ·and the design are adequate.


·7· · · · In addition to this, Mr. Suder has


·8· ·mentioned the idea that, it's occupied,


·9· ·so therefore it's economically feasible


10· ·to carry on this building.· That simply


11· ·is not the standard.


12· · · · As Mr. Erdman has said, of course


13· ·it's possible.· One individual has stated


14· ·that her investment -- Ms. Brians Ragusa,


15· ·she said that she invested a lot in her


16· ·house.· And we appreciate that.· But


17· ·again, that standard of economics for a


18· ·commercial building of this nature is


19· ·different than what someone might do when


20· ·they're renovating their home.


21· · · · Part of that is whether or not a


22· ·building can be economically renovated.


23· ·This building has been shown to have no


24· ·economic basis.· The City of Cincinnati


25· ·Economic Development Department ran four
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·1· ·different scenarios.· The applicant has


·2· ·run five different scenarios.· You've


·3· ·heard no qualified experts on those


·4· ·matters from the opposition providing why


·5· ·any of that analysis is faulty or


·6· ·inadequate.


·7· · · · In addition to that, you heard from


·8· ·Mr. Suder that the current owner has


·9· ·supposedly let this building be run into


10· ·the ground.


11· · · · During his cross-examination, I


12· ·believe, he offered somewhat confusing


13· ·questioning to Mr. Ramineni regarding the


14· ·undefined terms of maintenance versus


15· ·investment.· We don't need to get into


16· ·what everybody believed those to be, but


17· ·I believe that the owner's testimony says


18· ·one thing to you.· He obtained the


19· ·building and it has significant


20· ·deficiencies in the foundation and other


21· ·things that will prevent him from ever


22· ·spending significantly in this building


23· ·in any way that would allow it, 20 years


24· ·later, to be economically feasible.


25· · · · In addition to that, he mentioned a
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·1· ·number of ways that there are code


·2· ·requirements that would be triggered to


·3· ·bring in elevators or fire suppression


·4· ·systems or various handicap


·5· ·accessibility, things that greatly


·6· ·limited his use.· He has testified to no


·7· ·code violations at this building.


·8· · · · He's maintained it on a minimal


·9· ·basis to keep that building occupiable


10· ·and that is all that is expected.· And


11· ·again, that is just one of many factors


12· ·to be weighed here.


13· · · · In addition, the Certificates of


14· ·Appropriateness, both for the demolition


15· ·of the buildings at issue and the design


16· ·have been recommended for approval by the


17· ·staff.


18· · · · We would respectfully request the


19· ·Board approve these requests consistent


20· ·with staff's recommendation.· Thank you.


21· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Tim, you are muted.


22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Sorry.· Thank you.


23· · · · At this point, I'd like to give the


24· ·Board members an opportunity to ask


25· ·questions of staff of the applicant or
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·1· ·those in opposition.


·2· · · · Does anyone on the Board have


·3· ·questions at this time?


·4· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· I have a question


·5· ·for Ms. Johnson.· Ms. Johnson, when I'm


·6· ·reviewing these numbers, the $1.6 million


·7· ·number for site -- fixing of the site and


·8· ·everything, foundation.· That's obviously


·9· ·a big number, and to get past that number


10· ·with a viable use for this building is


11· ·difficult.


12· · · · So my question -- and I believe


13· ·Ms. Ryan mentioned that some organization


14· ·in the county ran some hypotheticals on


15· ·how much it would cost to redo this


16· ·building.· Do we think that $1.6 million


17· ·number is a valid number?


18· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· The estimate was


19· ·provided by HGC, which has a very good


20· ·reputation within the City of providing


21· ·estimates, as well as doing work on


22· ·historic buildings.


23· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Okay.


24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Do we have other


25· ·questions from the Board?
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·1· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· This is


·2· ·Pam Smith-Dobbins.· I don't necessarily


·3· ·have a question, it's more of a


·4· ·statement.· And I think it might have


·5· ·been the attorney for the hotel developer


·6· ·talked about community engagement.· And I


·7· ·was just questioning how meaningful that


·8· ·community engagement was.


·9· · · · Just in listening to the people that


10· ·live in the neighborhood, and then with


11· ·what Mr. Klingler was saying, yes, there


12· ·was some engagement, but I'm just not


13· ·quite sure if it was meaningful


14· ·engagement on the part of the developer.


15· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· I would like


16· ·to make a motion that we go into closed


17· ·session to consider this.


18· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Second.


19· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.


20· · · · Mr. Sundermann?


21· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.


22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?


23· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.


24· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?


25· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?


·2· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.


·3· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?


·4· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.


·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· I also signal


·6· ·aye.


·7· · · · We will go into private session and


·8· ·discuss this and we'll be back shortly.


·9· · · · (The Board deliberated in executive


10· · · · session.)


11· · · · MS. MAYNES:· All right.· Tim, we're


12· ·recording and on YouTube.


13· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.


14· · · · Ms. Ryan or Mr. Ramineni, we have


15· ·one question for you.· Has there been an


16· ·attempt in the last couple of years to


17· ·sell this property to anyone else?· Have


18· ·you made any efforts to market this


19· ·building?


20· · · · MR. RAMINENI:· We did -- I mean, it


21· ·wasn't listed to no real estate agent,


22· ·but we did have a discussion with


23· ·multiple developers, 3CDC, Model Group


24· ·and they the approached the building


25· ·multiple ways to see what they could do
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·1· ·for a development plan, and they figured


·2· ·it's not a viable structure, and they


·3· ·really couldn't come up with any kind of


·4· ·positive use for the building.· So they


·5· ·backed out.


·6· · · · MR. VOSS:· Thank you.· We'll go back


·7· ·into private session, unless a Board


·8· ·member has another question while we're


·9· ·here?


10· · · · MR. RAMINENI:· Thank you.


11· · · · (The Board continued deliberating in


12· · · · executive session.)


13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· Thank you.· We are


14· ·dividing it into four parts and we're


15· ·going to vote on all four for clarity


16· ·purposes.


17· · · · So I would like to start with the


18· ·noncontributing building at 1430 Central


19· ·Parkway.· I would entertain a motion.


20· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I


21· ·would like to make a motion that we


22· ·approve the Certificate of


23· ·Appropriateness for 1430 Central Parkway


24· ·as laid out by staff.


25· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· Right.· We have a motion


·2· ·and a second.· So 1430.


·3· · · · Mr. Sundermann?


·4· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.


·5· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?


·6· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.


·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?


·8· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.


·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?


10· · · · MR. STURKEY:· Looks like he's just


11· ·coming back now.


12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss, it's your vote


13· ·on 1430 demolition.


14· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.


15· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?


16· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.


17· · · · MR. VOSS:· The Chair votes aye,


18· ·subject to a replacement with -- we're


19· ·okay with number -- with 1430.


20· · · · Now, as to 1416 Central Parkway, I


21· ·would entertain a motion.


22· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I


23· ·would like to make a motion that we


24· ·disapprove the Certificate of


25· ·Appropriateness for 1460.
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·1· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· So a positive


·2· ·vote or a yes vote will be in opposition


·3· ·to the demolition.


·4· · · · Do I have a second?


·5· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.


·6· · · · MR. VOSS:· All right.· Mr. Zielasko?


·7· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.


·8· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Sundermann?


·9· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.


10· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?


11· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.


12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?


13· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.


14· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?


15· · · · MR. WEISS:· Aye.


16· · · · MR. VOSS:· The chair votes no.  I


17· ·believe that the applicant has


18· ·demonstrated the economic hardship


19· ·required, but motion is defeated.· We do


20· ·not approve the demolition of 1416.


21· · · · I do want to go ahead and have a --


22· ·since we took the time to talk to


23· ·everybody on the zoning relief for the


24· ·limited and full-time and restaurant and


25· ·outdoor areas, I would entertain a
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·1· ·motion.


·2· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I


·3· ·would like to make a motion that we


·4· ·approve the zoning relief as laid out by


·5· ·staff.


·6· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.


·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Sundermann?


·8· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Aye.


·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Smith-Dobbins?


10· · · · Did we lose her?


11· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.


12· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?


13· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.


14· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?


15· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.


16· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?


17· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· Aye.


18· · · · MR. VOSS:· The chair votes aye.· The


19· ·zoning relief is approved.


20· · · · Finally, on the Certificate of


21· ·Appropriateness for the new construction.


22· ·I would entertain a motion.


23· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Mr. Chairman, I


24· ·would like to make a motion that we


25· ·disapprove the Certificate of
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·1· ·Appropriateness for the new construction.


·2· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Second.


·3· · · · MR. VOSS:· Again, to be clear, a yes


·4· ·vote is against the proposal.


·5· · · · So Mr. Sundermann?


·6· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Yes.


·7· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. Smith-Dobbins?


·8· · · · MS. SMITH-DOBBINS:· Yes.


·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Zielasko?


10· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Aye.


11· · · · MR. VOSS:· Mr. Weiss?


12· · · · MR. WEISS:· Yes.


13· · · · MR. VOSS:· Ms. McKenzie?


14· · · · MS. MCKENZIE:· I like a lot of


15· ·things about the proposal, and I think


16· ·that parts of it are really well done and


17· ·really contribute to the neighborhood.


18· ·For me, it's really the massing as it


19· ·comes up against the residences on


20· ·Magnolia.· I think it's too tall for that


21· ·area.· So I'm an aye, so against it.


22· · · · MR. VOSS:· Got it.· I agree.· My


23· ·vote is aye.· If it were necessary to


24· ·have that partial fourth floor, I would


25· ·prefer to see it on the Central Parkway
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·1· ·side where the massing makes more sense.


·2· · · · So we are six to nothing in


·3· ·rejecting the Certificate of


·4· ·Appropriateness for the new building and


·5· ·rehabilitation as laid out by staff.


·6· · · · Ms. Johnson, do we have any other


·7· ·business?


·8· · · · MS. JOHNSON:· No.


·9· · · · MR. VOSS:· Okay.· I would entertain


10· ·a motion to adjourn.


11· · · · MR. SUNDERMANN:· Chairman, I would


12· ·like to make a motion to adjourn.


13· · · · MR. ZIELASKO:· Second.


14· · · · MR. VOSS:· All in favor?


15· · · · THE BOARD:· Aye.


16· · · · MR. VOSS:· We're adjourned.· Thanks,


17· ·everyone.


18


19· · · · · · · · ·- - -


20· · ·MEETING ADJOURNED AT 6:41 P.M.


21· · · · · · · · ·- - -
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·1· · · · · · · ·C E R T I F I C A T E


·2


· · ·STATE OF OHIO· · · ·:


·3· · · · · · · · · · · ·:· SS


· · ·COUNTY OF CLERMONT  :


·4


·5· · · · · · · · I, Kathleen S. Simpson, RPR, the


·6· ·undersigned, a duly qualified and commissioned notary


·7· ·public within and for the State of Ohio, do certify


·8· ·that the foregoing is the hearing given at said time


·9· ·and place; and that I am neither a relative of nor


10· ·employee of any of the parties or their counsel, and


11· ·have no interest whatever in the result of the


12· ·action.


13· · · · · ·IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand


14· ·and official seal of office at Cincinnati, Ohio, this


15· ·4th day of August 2021.
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17


· · · · · · _________________________________


18· · · · · ·Kathleen S. Simpson, RPR


· · · · · · ·Notary Public - State of Ohio


19· · · · · ·My commission expires March 21, 2022
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